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11QAramaicJob: The Qumran Targum
as an ancient Aramaic version of Job
The first point of departure for the present thesis is the observation that the Ara¬
maic translation of Job found at Qumran (11Q10) sits uncomfortably in the genre of the
'classical' targum despite the original editors' classification of the text as
'1 lQtargumJob'. A second stimulus for the study arises from the author's review of
scholarly discussion on 11Q10 in which its comparison with the Targum and Syriac ver¬
sions of Job has been either anecdotal or extremely limited in scope. In light of the obvi¬
ous relationship between these two observations, and in the hope that the investigation
of the latter will shed light on the former, the author attempts to take up the question of
the classification of the Qumran text through a synoptic comparison of 11Q10 with the
Targum and Syriac versions.
Moving beyond static definitions of literalness, questions of dating and the de¬
pendence of the Syriac on the targum tradition, the author makes use of recent work in
Targumic and Syriac studies which has attempted to come to grips with issues of genre
through an assessment of modes of representation and the formal treatment of the He¬
brew text. Having noted that preliminary investigations of the relationship between
these Aramaic versions have been limited to a study of addition and substitution, the
present investigation attempts to assess the respective translators' attitudes toward the
Hebrew text through an analysis of omission and transposition. Following on from these
investigations, the Aramaic versions' treatment of that smallest of Hebrew lexemes—the
waw conjunction—is analysed as a further index by which the attitudes of the various
translators toward their Hebrew source may be assessed.
Having investigated the attitude of the respective translators to their source text,
the author locates his findings both within the context of the Qumran translation's classi¬
fication as targum and, more broadly, within the study of the Aramaic versions. The
author concludes that, in terms of its representation of the Hebrew text, the Aramaic
translation from Qumran shares certain fundamental features with the Peshitta of Job
rather than with its nominal cousin, the Rabbinic Targum of Job.
I, David J. Shepherd, declare that the following work has been composed by me and that
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Introduction
When taking up the subject of Job in the targumic tradition it has become stan¬
dard operating procedure for scholars to turn to discussions of 'targum' in the early rab¬
binic literature1. For students of the Job targumic tradition, one passage in particular has
commanded scholarly attention:
Said R.Yose, 'There was the case involving Abba Halapta, who went to
Rabban Gamaliel b. Ribbi in Tiberias, and found him sitting at the table
of Yohanan Hannizzop, and in his hand was a scroll of Job in Aramaic
translation, and he was reading in it. He said to him, "Remember Rab¬
ban Gamaliel, your father's father, who was standing on the steps of the
Temple mount, and they brought before him a scroll of Job in Aramaic
translation, and he said to the builders, "Store it away under a row of
stones." So he too, gave orders concerning it and they stored it away.'
With the discovery in the mid 1950's, of a so-called 'targum' of Job in Cave 11
near the site of Khirbet Qumran and accompanying suggestions of its antiquity, the
1 See recently C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob AramBib 15 (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1987) 5; R. Weiss,
DTK "120b 'DIXH Dtnnn (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University, 1979): Chapter 1.
2 J. Neusner (transl.) Talmud ofBabylonia IID: Shab 16:1. (1984) 97. Text:
nun' rpnu? ixttm xn3t:b an3 bx'bm pi bsx pnut xnsbn iota nwsa: 'ov '31 mx
pin nx tdt tb idx in tap torn ainn 3tx idd iT3i pitin prm b\o unbtz? bv
'to3b iftto mam 3i'x idd mob ixam iron im nby» 3H bv idiv raw pax ax bxPm
.vbv iD3 mo but may mix mim 13 an ai imi nbv mx xin qx pan nnn mvpw
(bT Shab 16:1, L. Goldschmidt, Der babylonische Talmud [Berlin: Calvary, 1897])
Passages in yT Shab 16:1 (transl. J Neusner, 1991) and tT Shab 13:2 (transl. J Neusner, 1981) seem to
preserve a substantially similar tradition, however the account preserved in the Babylonian tradition is the
fullest of the three.
'.I.P.M. van der Ploeg, and A.S. van der Woude Le Targum de Job de la Grotte XI de Qumran (Leiden:
E.J. Brill, 1971) (hereafter Editio princeps).
2
temptation to identify the newly-discovered text with the Aramaic translation men¬
tioned in the baraita was considerable. The original editors in fact entertained 'une
serieuse possibility'4 that their text was indeed the one referred to by Gamaliel in the
passage, while scholars since have resisted this temptation with varying degrees of suc¬
cess5. In fact , the information at our disposal regarding the targum of the baraita on
the one hand, and the targum ofCave 11 on the other is basically complementary.
The passages preserved in the talmudic tradition provide us with a brief account
of the immuring of a targum in Jerusalem around the turn of the era. Despite supplying
the modern reader with various details regarding the suppression of this 'targum', in¬
cluding the manner in which it was disposed of, the tradition provides no clue as to the
nature of the text itself or the reason for its suppression. On the other hand, while we
possess a sizeable portion of the Cave 11 Job 'targum' in a reasonable state of preser¬
vation, the events surrounding its storage there, and its status vis-a-vis the Jewish com¬
munities of late Second Temple Judaism, remain shrouded in mystery.
While the ancient origins of this text are obscure, its history since its discovery
in 1956 is less so. According to the Dutch editors, the scroll was found by Bedouin in
what became known as Cave 11, before being acquired, along with the rest of the finds,
by the Palestine Archaeological Museum in Jerusalem.6 Plans to recoup some of the
costs incurred by the Museum through the sale of the documents to foreign institutions
were thwarted when the Jordanian Government in 1961, declared the contents of the
Dead Sea caves to be the property of the Kingdom of Jordan. In the end, these costs
4Editio princeps, 8.
5 See J. Fitzmyer 'The First Century Targum of Job from Qumran Cave XI' in A Wandering Aramean:
CollectedAramaic Essays (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1979) 161-182 [originally published as idem.AThe
Targum of Job from Qumran Cave XI' CBQ 36 (1974) 503-24] (esp. 166) for a succint discussion of the
case for and against.
6 The respective editors issued their own communications regarding the character and general features of
1 lQtgJob in French, German and later English—J.P.M. van der Ploeg, 'Le targum de Job de la grotte 11 de
Qumran, Premiere communication' Mededelingen der Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Weten-
schappen afd. Letterkunde. (Amsterdam: 1962); A.S. van der Woude, 'Das Hiob Targum aus Qumran
Hohle XI' Congress Volume, Bonn 1962 Vetus Testamentum Supps 9 (1963); B. Thiering (transl.) 'The
Targum of Job from Qumran Cave Eleven,' AJBA 1 (1969) 19-29.
3
were made good through the sale, not of the documents themselves, but rather the ex¬
clusive rights to study and publish the texts. These were acquired in December of 1961
by the Royal Netherlands Academy for Science in Amsterdam and by the Spring of the
following year the editors had reported the results of their investigation before the
Academy. It would be another decade before the editio princeps, produced with the
collaboration of B. Jongeling, and published by Brill in the format of the DJD series,
would appear.7
Observation of the plates accompanying the editio princeps confirm that the
state of the manuscript as preserved leaves much to be desired.8 B. Zuckerman in his
unpublished dissertation on llQtgJob gives a useful summary of the challenges in¬
volved in reading the physical manuscript itself. Interestingly he casts a measure of
doubt on the assumed advantages of examining the manuscript first hand. He suggests
that the photographic record of the text, while in some ways inferior to naked eye ob¬
servation, provides superior clarity and legibility due to the use of infra-red film.9 The
processes of hydrolysis and oxidation have taken their toll on the leather on which the
text is written to the extent that of the presumably complete original, we now possess a
single roll measuring 109 x 4-6cm, and over 30 fragments of varying sizes and states
of preservation.10 The state of preservation does of course bear directly on the textual
material at our disposal and there seems little reason to doubt the editors' conclusion
that of the original Aramaic text of Job, we now possess approximately 15%." If this
percentage seems lamentably low, most scholars would also agree with the editors that
the section preserved constitutes '...une part notable,' containing as it does an Aramaic
text corresponding not only to the latter dialogues and the so-called 'Voice from the
7 Editio princeps.
8 Editio princeps, 100-131 The photographs of the editio princeps may be compared with those included
in the recent joint Bnll-OUP publication of the CD-ROM edition of the Dead Sea Scrolls, (ed. Timothy
Lim) (Brill-OUP, 1997) and those provided in F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11 Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert 23 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1998).
'B.E. Zuckerman, The Process ofTranslation in 11QTGJOB: A Preliminary Study (unpublished PhD
dissertation [Yale], 1980) 13.
10 Editio princeps, 1. Now also, see F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11.
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12Whirlwind' but also to the Epilogue. In general, 11Q10 seems to confirm the order
and structure of the text pointed by the Massoretes, with one notable exception being
the possible preservation of a short Epilogue. While the contents of the final column
are far from clear, it has been suggested that the text concludes following a rendering of
MT 42:11 thereby omitting the final section of the epilogue as preserved in the Ma-
soretic text.13
The question of the date of 11Q10 is one which has exercised commentators
from the very beginning. Following the editors, attempts to determine the date of the
text have for the most part taken two different approaches: the dating of the manuscript
itself by means of palaeographical techniques and the dating of the translation through
linguistic analysis. The editors, apparently assuming 70 CE as the terminus ad quem,
proceed to classify the script of 11Q10 by means of the methodology made famous by
Albright, Cross and Avigad.14 The editors' application of Cross' palaeographic criteria
suggests to them a date for 11Q10 somewhere in the middle of the first century CE.
Further examination and utilisation of Albright's work leads the editors to the conclu¬
sion that the script found in the scroll belongs to the first century CE and more specifi¬
cally to the period which extends from 37 BCE - 70 CE (Herodian).15
While this classification of the script used in the production of the 11Q10 manu¬
script has gone essentially unchallenged since it was first proposed,16 Zuckerman has
made use of palaeographical techniques in an attempt to shed light not on the dating of
1 Editio princeps, 2.
12 The various fragments contain textual material corresponding to MT Job 17:14-36:33. The small roll
corresponds to, MT Job 37:10-42:11. For a list of correspondences according to column see F. Martinez
et al., Qumran Cave 11, 86. Although, for ease of comparison, textual material from 11Q10 will be cited
according to the verse in the MT to which it corresponds, rornan numerals will be provided to indicate
column and line references when relevant.
13 Editio princeps, 87. The arguments for (vdPloeg) and against (vdWoude) the preservation of a 'short'
epilogue are put forth in a rare disagreement between editors. See page 56 below for further discussion.
14 Editio princeps, 2-3.
15 Editio princeps, 2-3.
16 In fact I know of no dissenting opinion regarding the date of the script. See e.g. J. Fitzmyer 'The First
Century Targum', 164; A.D. York, A Philological and Textual Analysis ofllQtgJob (unpublished PhD
dissertation [Cornell] 1973) 2; S.A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from Qumran' JAOS 93 (1973) 317.
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the script, but rather on the dating of the Vorlage from which the translation was
made.17 Drawing upon the work of Septuagint scholars, he investigates the possibility
that 'information may be derived about the palaeography of the Vorlage of a given
translation [in our case 11Q10], based upon the errors one encounters in the latter...'.18
He focuses on readings in 11Q10 that seem to reflect a misreading of pairs of letters
which are graphically similar and then seeks to relate the Vorlage of the translation to
the script within which these misreadings would be most likely to occur.19 He suggests
that the most compatible scripts would be those of either the late Hasmonean or Hero-
dian periods and that therefore the Vorlage should probably be dated to the late
2nd/early 1st c BCE or perhaps even later. On these grounds, Zuckerman suggests
further that it is probable that the translation and the production of the autograph of
20
11Q10 were nearly contemporaneous.
While palaeographical approaches are a welcome addition to the investigation
of the date of llQlO's production (as opposed to its transmission), answers to the
question of its dating have traditionally been sought primarily within the field of com¬
parative linguistics. It would be wise to preface a discussion of the linguistic charac¬
terisation of 11Q10 with a summary of the methodological considerations which seem
to underlie it.21 Proceeding from the self-evident fact that linguistic (i.e. morphological,
lexical, and syntactical etc.) features of Aramaic texts vary to a greater or lesser extent
in comparison with each other, a developmental chronology is established and when
possible 'anchored' by absolute dating techniques. Various texts are then situated
within this chronology according to the presence (or absence) of these diagnostic fea-
17
B.E. Zuckerman, 'The Date of 11Q Targum Job: A Palaeographic Consideration of its Vorlage' JSP 1
(1987) 57-78 provides a lucid summary of the difficulties involved in dating 11Q10 both from linguistic
and a palaeographic point of view.
18
B.E. Zuckerman, 'The Date of 11Q Targum Job', 64.
19 I.e. n/n, 3/B, V.
20 B.E. Zuckerman, 'The Date of 11Q Targum Job', 75.
21 E.M. Cook, 'Qumran Aramaic and Aramaic Dialectology' Abr Nahrain: Studies in Qumran Aramaic
Suppl. 3 (1992) 1-21 sets the issues out clearly with particular reference to Qumran Aramaic and its posi¬
tion vis-a-vis other Middle Aramaic dialects.
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tures. Within this general framework there are then introduced other considerations
such as dialect variation, or distinctions between literary and vernacular forms in a
given period. Thus modern attempts at construing a history of Aramaic (and more im¬
portantly for 11Q10, that phase widely known as 'Middle Aramaic') are characterised
by the use of both synchronic and diachronic approaches to the fact of linguistic varia¬
tion. 22
To the extent that discussions of Qumran Aramaic are directly related to explo¬
ration of the language in which 11Q10 has been realised, both synchronic and dia¬
chronic processes have been utilised with regard to our text. However, the vast major¬
ity ofphilological treatments of 11Q10 have occupied themselves with situating the text
23
relatively within a Jewish Aramaic chronology. In this regard, the editors draw exten¬
sively on the work of E.Y. Kutscher.24 Based on stylistic and grammatical considera¬
tions, they suggest that the language of 11Q10 stands somewhere between the Aramaic
of Daniel and that of lQapGen which they agree with Kutscher should probably be
dated to the 1st c. BCE. This implies a late second c. BCE date for 11Q10. While the
editors' conclusions regarding the date of llQlO's production have been challenged,
their basic approach to the question has, with the exception of Zuckerman's study, re-
25mained the primary mode of investigation.
22 For a recent treatment now in English see K. Beyer, The Aramaic Language. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1986). (English transl. Healy: 'Die Verbreitung und Gliederung' ch. 1 in K. Beyer, Die
Aramaischen Texte vom Toten Meer. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1986).
23 E.M. Cook, 'Qumran Aramaic', 2. A. Diez-Macho, 'Le Targum Palestinien', RSR 47 (1973) 169-231
has remained the most notable advocate of an Aramaic diglossia with regard to 11Q10. He sees the lan¬
guage of 11Q10 as a form of literary Aramaic contemporary with the more 'popular' Aramaic attested by
TgNeofiti.
24 E.Y. Kutscher, 'The Language of the Genesis Apocryphyon', Scripta Hierosolymitana IV (Jerusalem,
1965) 1-35.
25 Editio princeps, 3-4; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job from Qumran Cave 11 Bar Ilan Studies in Near
Eastern Languages and Culture (Ramat-Gan: Bar Ilan University, 1974) 9 explicitly adopts the editors'
approach and comes to similar conclusions. S.A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from Qumran', 327, sees
11Q10 as belonging to the first c. BCE, while R.I. Vasholz, A Philological Comparison of the Qumran
Job Targum and its Implications for the Dating ofDaniel (unpublished PhD dissertation [Stellenbosch]
1976) sees more affinities between 11Q10 and the older Aramaic texts and therefore dates it earlier (late
3rd-early 2nd c. BCE).
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Zuckerman, in laying the groundwork for his particular palaeographic approach
to the dating of HQlO's production, provides a useful critique of the traditional lin¬
guistically-oriented dating methodology.26 He suggests that one problem which arises
when attempting to date the production of 11Q10 is related to the translational character
of its language. Arguing from the premise that a translator's use of language will
'...tend to level, alter, and or mask grammatical features of the language, thus making it
more difficult to compare with other language types,'27 Zuckerman suggests that the
situation is further complicated when the texts used for comparison may utilise their
target languages in similarly artificial manner. An additional impediment to valid com¬
parison is the linguistic variation that may be attributed to the respective genres to
which the sources belong i.e. does the translator's use of Aramaic differ when dealing
with prose in the source text as opposed to poetry? Zuckerman also suggests that the
possibility of archaising and/or modernising during the transmission of the text should
not be overlooked and that this too tends to limit the validity of this type of dating
method. Even if we were somehow able to control all of these factors we would still
be left with probably the greatest handicap of all: the lack of a firm chronological
foundation for most of the texts with which 11Q10 is compared linguistically. Most
problematic of all is the Aramaic of Daniel. The work of Kitchen has shown that on
linguistic grounds, the date of Daniel may be fixed anywhere between the Sixth and
Second centuries BCE.28
As can be seen from the above, the dating of the production of the Aramaic
translation of Job contained in 11Q10 is far from straightforward. As the precise date
of its production is, however, not the main concern of this study, it will perhaps suffice
to suggest that it is fairly certain that we have on archaeological grounds, a terminus ad
quem of 70 CE. As for a terminus a quo, it is conceivable that 11Q10 may have been
composed at any time during the three centuries preceding the turn of the era but per-
26 B.E. Zuckerman, 'The Date of 11Q Targum Job', 57-60.
27 B.E. Zuckerman, 'The Date of 11Q Targum Job', 59.
2S B.E. Zuckerman, 'The Date of 11Q Targum Job', 62.
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haps as late as the first century CE. Beyond these seeming facts we are left to the prob-
29abilities of learned speculation.
Studying 11Q10
11Q10 since its discovery: A history of comparison
In a 1995 article on the Aramaic versions of the book of Job, Walter Aufrecht
noted that scholarly interest in 11Q10 had generated nearly a hundred publications in
less than fifty years.30 A further indication of scholarly interest in the text is the fact
that reviews of the editio princeps and Sokoloff s subsequent edition alone number
o 1
more than thirty. While there are undoubtedly numerous ways in which the story of
1 lQlO's reception by the scholarly community might be recited, it is suggested that the
concept of comparison might be a useful lens through which to view this history and
bring certain aspects into sharper focus.
It is hardly surprising that initial interest in 11Q10 focused primarily on com¬
parisons with its 'source text', and more particularly on its value as a textual witness to
the Masoretic Text of Job.32 The following statement by Grelot in his review of the
editio princeps bears witness to the typical priority given to matters of textual witness:
'La reference a la Septante, a la version syriaque et au Targum classique (qui parfois
contient des doublets) est constante; mais naturellement c'est au texte massoretique que
29
Perhaps as B.E. Zuckerman, 'The Date of 11Q Targum Job', 75 suggests, the convergence of his pa-
laeographic work and the linguistic study of S.A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from Qumran' would make
a later, rather than earlier date more probable.
30
W.E. Aufrecht, 'Aramaic Studies and the book of Job' Studies in Religion (supplement) Wilfred
Laurier University Press (1985) 54-66.
31 W.E. Aufrecht, 'A Bibliography of the Job Targum' NTCS (supplement 3) 1987.
"^Comparison with MT is a feature ofmost treatments of the text e.g. Editio princeps-, B. Jongeling, C.J.
Labuschagne, and A.S. van der Woude, Aramaic Texts from Qumran. (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1976) (hereaf¬
ter ATQ)-, J. Fitzmyer 'The First Century Targum'; K. Beyer, Die Aramdischen Texte-, S.A. Kaufman, 'The
Job Targum from Qumran' and a primary focus of others e.g. F. Morrow, '11Q Targum Job and the Mas-
soretic Text' RO 8 (1973) 253-56; H. Ringgren, 'Some Observations on the Qumran Targum of Job' ASTI
11 (1978) 117-26; B. Jongeling, 'The Job Targum from Qumran Cave XI' FolOr 15 (1975) 181-86 and
M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job.
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ce targum ancien est compare en premier lieu.' This particular emphasis is hardly
surprising given that the study of the versions has often been considered less an end in
itself than a means to an end (that end being an original/improved Masoretic text).34
Furthermore, it seems entirely reasonable to explore the character of a translation
through its relationship to a source text before comparisons to other translations of the
'same' source text are undertaken.
While in general, scholars have decided that 11Q10 seems to reflect a MT type
Vorlage?5 A.D York in a dissertation on 11Q10, argues that the Qumran version in
21:5 reflects a pre-masoretic Vorlage and other commentators too have suggested the
reading of variants in this MT-type Vorlage at different places in the text.36 This type
of objection is a helpful reminder that any general characterisation of a text as reflecting
a MT-type Vorlage is merely that—a generalisation of only limited technical value. To
clarify then: of the discrepancies between 11Q10 and MT, the vast majority have been
seen as the result of the translator's intervention in rendering the target text, as opposed
to being attributable to a source text which differed significantly from the Masoretic
consonantal text. A danger inherent in such broad characterisations may be their ten¬
dency to lull commentators into a false sense of security—with the result that all dis¬
crepancies may be seen as translator's activity rather than a reflection of a variant text.
More recently, the analysis of translation technique has been added to the battery
of methods through which 11Q10 may be compared to its Vorlage?1 John C Lubbe ap¬
proaches 11Q10 armed with theoretical assumptions gleaned from the work of linguist
33 P. Grelot, Review ofEditio princeps, RQ 8 (1973) 106.
34 See for instance, E. Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research. (Jerusalem: Si-
mor, 1981).
35 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 6.
36 A.D. York, A Philological and Textual Analysis, 182; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 7 suggests that
it is likely that the translation of 42<)"11 reflects a different Vorlage while F. Morrow, 'HQ Targum Job'
sees in 11Q10 the reflection of numerous variants.
37 While Zuckerman's title The Process ofTranslation in 11QTGJOB... (1980) would suggest that his
concern is with translation technique, his study in its present form resembles a more traditional philologi¬
cal commentary with extensive citation and analysis of corresponding 'units of translation' in a variety of
versions. The author's own admission that the work is of a preliminary nature prevents further judgement
10
38and translation theorist Eugene Nida. Criticising the formal conception of 'literalism'
which he sees in the work of James Barr and Emmanuel Tov, he suggests the need for a
more complex, semantic analysis of the translation process in 11Q10.39 Lubbe is indeed
to be congratulated on his introduction of considerable linguistic sophistication into a
discussion of the translation process but his conclusions tend merely to confirm the
suggestion that, through various means, the target text (11Q10) seeks to '...convey the
sense of ...[the] source text.'40
The above survey is not intended to be comprehensive in scope but rather as
representative of the kind of first order comparison undertaken in the investigation of a
newly discovered version of a Hebrew book—namely, that of enquiry into the relation¬
ship between this translation and its putative source. As Grelot's comment suggests,
this first order comparison is inevitably accompanied (often concurrently) by second
order comparisons with other texts that may shed light on it. While texts for compari¬
son may be drawn from a variety of sources, often it is other translations or versions of
the Hebrew Bible which are consulted initially. For their commentary on the editio
princeps of 11Q10 for instance, the editors cite editions of the Peshitta, Rabbinic tar-
gum, Septuagint, Symmachus and the Vulgate. The recognition that the standard
commentary format is necessarily limited in its ability to chart relationships between
texts in any depth has of course led some scholars to treat the relationship between
11Q10 and other versions/texts more extensively.41
on its claim to deal with the process of translation in a systematic manner.
38 J.C. Lubbe, 'Describing the Translation Process of 1 lQTgJob: A Question ofMethod' RQ 13 (1988)
583-93. E. Nida's work undergirds much of the work of contemporary translation of the bible into non-
Western languages. See his seminal work E. Nida, Toward a Science of Translating with special refer¬
ence to principles and procedures involved in Bible translating, (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1964).
39 J.C. Lubbe, 'Describing the Translation Process', 584 He argues that while phenomena such as lexical
consistency, morphological representation (representation of various elements of a source text word in the
target text), syntactical representation (retention or source text word order) and qualitative representation
are useful, they tend to be rather weak as criteria for literalism.
40 J.C. Lubbe, 'Describing the Translation Process', 593. This position (albeit without any substantiation)
was expressed in nearly identical terms by S.A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from Qumran', 318.
41 For discussion of the limitations of the commentary approach and the format adopted in the present
study see 'Format' below.
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The earliest comparison of 11Q10 with texts beyond the MT was undertaken by
Tuinstra in a doctoral dissertation completed prior to the publication of the editio prin-
ceps42 Tuinstra's views undoubtedly received a somewhat wider audience when A.
Caquot presented them along with his own sympathetic conclusions in an article pub¬
lished in French some four years later.43 While Tuinstra's actual dissertation included a
chapter devoted to llQlO's relationship to the Septuagint,44 his work is perhaps better
known for its claim to have recognised elements in the text pointing to a sectarian—
specifically Essene—origin.45 While this theory met with a degree of initial
acceptance,46 the majority of commentators have not found it particularly convincing.47
If connections between 11Q10 and Qumran sectarian texts are generally thought
to be quite tenuous, what may be said regarding the subject of Tuinstra's neglected
chapter—the relationship between 11Q10 and the Septuagint of Job? An article by
John Gray48 is perhaps the best known treatment of this subject.49 Arguing that diver¬
gences between LXX Job and MT Job are best explained as the progressive curtailment
of the text through the intervention of the translator, rather than as a result of a non-MT
Vorlage, he suggests that 11Q10 and a pre-Origen LXX Job are related at various
points and may have drawn upon a common exegetical tradition.50
42 E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten van de Targum van Job uit Grot XI. (PhD dissertation
[Groningen] 1970).
43 A. Caquot, 'Un ecrit sectaire de Qoumran: le Targoum de Job' RHR 185 (1974) 9-27.
44
E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 58-64.
45 E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 70. That this aspect of Tuinstra's work on 11Q10 has been
emphasised, may be due in part to Caquot's re-presentation and augmentation of this aspect of his work.
46 See for example, A.S. van der Woude, 'Review of E. Tuinstra Hermeneutische Aspecten.. J JSJ 2
(1971) 95; R.I. Vasholz, A Philological Comparison, 18; H. Ringgren, 'Some Observations', 126.
47 J. Fitzmyer 'The First Century Targum', 166 may be seen as representative when in agreeing with the
editors he says of the targum: '...nothing, apart from its discovery in Qumran Cave XI, suggests that it had
an origin in the Qumran community.'
48 J. Gray, 'The Masoretic Text of the Book of Job', the Targum and the Septuagint Version in the Light
of the Qumran Targum' ZAW 86 (1974) 331-50.
49 But by no means the only one. See in addition to E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, n.44, com¬
ments by B. Jongeling, Een Aramees boekJob uit de Bibliotheek van Qumran. Exegetica. (Amsterdam:
Ton Bolland, 1974) 190 and S.A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from Qumran', 318.
50
J. Gray, 'The Masoretic Text of the Book of Job...', 340 ff. While most commentaries have noted
points of comparison between the texts, Gray provides a relatively full analysis of select examples.
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Most observations regarding the relationship between the two texts, however,
have focused on the respective endings of the two texts. Particular attention has been
paid to verse 17 of chapter 42 in LXX Job where a supplement to the epilogue is attrib¬
uted to a 'Syrian book'51. In his discussion of the possible connections between this
Syrian book and 11Q10, Jongeling suggests that the text as preserved could not have
been the source of the LXX expanded epilogue. However, some degree of uncertainty
regarding 1 IQIO's conclusion52 might allow for the possibility of a connection between
the two versions.53 Raphael Weiss, taking up the issue in his monograph on the Rab¬
binic targum of Job, doubts that xfi<; 2i)ptaKfj<; Pt(3Lon is to be identified with a tar-
gum at all, preferring instead the suggestion that the source of the additional details of
the LXX epilogue was an aggadic composition in Aramaic which has not survived.34
And what of llQlO's relationship to surviving ancient Aramaic versions of the
book of Job? As is the case with the Septuagint, the editors55 faithfully consult the
Rabbinic targum of Job in their commentary on 11Q10 as does Sokoloff in his edition
of the text.56 Unlike the case of the Septuagint, however, extensive treatments of the
relationship between the Rabbinic targum and the Aramaic translation found in Cave
Eleven have been less popular. With the exception of Fitzmyer's study in 1974,57 the
examination of this relationship has been relegated to an 'honorable mention' in most
work on the Qumran text, with the editors once again setting the tone.58 Having sug-
51 LXX Job 42:17 '...OUTO<5 £ppr|v£u£tcu felC Tpc; HupiaKIp; pipkoi)...' A. Rahlfs (ed.) Septua¬
ginta I II (Stuttgart: Wiirttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1935) (hereafter LXX).
52 See below page 56.
53 B. Jongeling, Een Arcimees boekJob, 191. Objections to the suggestion that a translation ofMT 42:12-
17 follows 11Q10 xxxviii, 8 are based on a lack of space required for the preservation of the six verses.
Presumably, these same objections may be made with even greater force to suggestions of 1 IQIO's pres¬
ervation of a considerably longer LXX-like epilogue.
54 R. Weiss, dtk "iddb 'dtikn mtnn, Ch. 1. Appendix II.
55 Editio princeps, 1-87.
56 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 107-169.
7
J. Fitzmyer 'The First Century Targum'.
58 J. Gray, 'The Masoretic Text of the Book of Job, the Targum...' Despite the title of his article, Gray
does not examine the relationship between 11Q10 and the Rabbinic Targum in any depth, while the per¬
functory comments ofR.I. Vasholz, A Philological Comparison, 3 andK. Beyer, Die Aramaischen Texte,
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gested in his preliminary communication that 11Q10 has '...practically nothing to do
with the original of the Septuagint' van der Woude continued with the claim that the
Qumran text has '...just as little to do with the Job Targum which first gained currency
in the Middle Ages and was published by De Lagarde.'59 His joint statement with van
der Ploeg in their introduction to the editio princeps is only slightly less categorical:
'...it cannot be doubted that the later targum is independent of llQtgJob, except per¬
haps for certain exegetical traditions. The author of the second targum has not known
the first [11Q10] or if he has known about it, he has not used it.' While Sokoloff, in his
introduction of 11Q10, merely affirms with the editors that'... there is no connection...'
between the Qumran text and the Rabbinic targum,60 Grelot in his review of the editio
princeps is even more dismissive of a relationship when he insists that 11Q10 '... cer-
tainement anterieur a la Mishnah et conserve par des mains esseniennes, differe totale-
ment du Targum conserve dans la tradition rabbinique.'61 Interestingly, however, such
categorical and definitive statements (not merely 'different' but 'totally different') are
accompanied neither by a demonstration of the fact, nor suggestions regarding the par¬
ticular manner in which these texts do differ.62 It is perhaps even more surprising that
such emphatic statements were already being made prior to the publication of Fitz-
myer's study which compared some aspects of the two texts.63 If discussion of the
relationship between 11Q10 and the rabbinic targum has been rather limited, what may
be said of the treatment of llQlO's connections with another ancient Aramaic transla¬
tion of Job, namely, that of the Peshitta? Until recently, an examination of the Qumran
translation's possible relationship to the Syriac version of Job has, like its comparison
283 agree with the conclusions of Fitzmyer.
59 A.S. van der Woude 'The Targum of Job', 25.
60 Editio princeps, 6; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 5.
61 P. Grelot, Review ofEditio princcps, 105.
62
Presumably Grelot sees the two texts as similar in that they are both Aramaic translations of a Hebrew
book of Job. If we do not assume at least some degree of similarity it is hard to see why Grelot (or any
commentator for that matter) would have compared 11Q10 to the Rabbinic targum as opposed to any other
text.
63 A similar view is expressed more recently by B.E. Zuckerman, 'Targums of Job' Anchor Bible Dic¬
tionary III (Doubleday, 1992) 867-68.
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with RtgJob, been relegated to anecdotal discussion in the commentaries on the Qum-
ran text.64 In fact, while van der Woude's early communication on 11Q10 takes up the
subject of the relationship of 11Q10 with LXX Job and the Rabbinic targum, no men¬
tion is even made of 1 IQIO's possible connection (or lack thereof) with the Peshitta of
Job.65 In subsequent treatments, when the issue of connections between 11Q10 and
other versions of the book of Job arises, the Peshitta of Job is often conspicuous by its
absence.66 A recent summary article on 11Q10, while noting the existence and inde¬
pendence of the rabbinic targum, makes no mention of the Aramaic translation of Job
preserved by the Syrian Christian tradition.67
If systematic, three-way comparisons of 11Q10, RtgJob and P-Job have not been
as widespread as might have been expected, several scholars did recognise the relevance
of the Aramaic versions and attempt some form of comparative work. In 1973-4, not
long after the publication of the editio princeps, R. Weiss devoted a portion of his doc¬
toral dissertation on RtgJob to a discussion of the then recently discovered Aramaic
translation from Qumran.68 While recognising that the Qumran translator did stray at
times from the Hebrew text he was rendering by adding, omitting or transposing source
text elements, Weiss' characterised the resultant translation as on the whole very lit¬
eral.69 In support of this assessment, Weiss noted that '...the number of expansions in
the targum from Qumran is small in comparison to the large number in the later targum.
The targum from Qumran lacks homiletic expansions and allusions to midrashim.'70
Weiss provided examples to illustrate that the Qumran translation lacked the midrashic
64
E.g. B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 44-519 and A.D. York, A Philological and Textual
Analysis, 3-328.
65 A.S. van der Woude 'The Targum of Job'.
66 See for example AT). York, A Philological and Textual Analysis; J. Gray, 'The Masoretic Text of the
Book of Job...' and B. Jongeling, Een Aramees boek Job to name but a few.
67 B.E. Zuckerman, 'Targums of Job', 868.
68 R. Weiss, nVN IDDb 'trixn DJinn, Appendix 1 (16-36).
69 r. Weiss, avx iDob 'aixn mmn, 19-20.
70 R. Weiss, 3VK "ISOV 'DINn Minn, 20-21.
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insertions and allusions of the later RtgJob.71 In light of the comparative paucity of
additional material in the Qumran translation, and the fact the Rabbinic targum was
functioning as his primary point of reference, it is not surprising that Weiss gave strong
consideration to the likelihood that it was the excessive literalness of the Qumran trans¬
lation or one of a similar type which may have given rise to its censure at the hands of
the Pharisaic-Rabbinic authorities as described in the Gamaliel baraita.72
Despite, or perhaps in some measure, because, Weiss' work was published in
the late 1970s in Hebrew, it seems safe to suggest that the best known comparison of the
Qumran and Rabbinic Aramaic translations of Job in English scholarship has been that
of Joseph Fitzmyer. Indeed, if scholarly interest in the relationship between the 'tar-
gums' has been conspicuously absent since Fitzmyer's work, part of the blame must rest
with the author himself, for although he clearly did not intend it, his convincing demon¬
stration of the dissimilarity of 11Q10 and RtgJob may have been seen by some as the
final word on the subject. Having focused first on an assessment of lexical similarities
(and more pertinently from his vantage point, dissimilarities) Fitzmyer then turned to the
analysis of a selection of grammatical differences between the Qumran and Rabbinic
targum texts. On the basis of this work and his own observation of 'a greater amount of
paraphrasis in [RtgJob]' Fitzmyer came to the conclusion that 11Q10 as an ancient 'tar¬




30:1, 37:11, 37:15, 40:28, 42:10. R. Weiss, DTK ISO1? 'KHNn □Jinn, xv-xvi seems to operate with a
rather broad definition of 'midrash' for 'midrashic' material in RtgJob may find parallels in not only the
Rabbinic midrashim, but also in the talmudic material. In fact, it seems that Weiss' use of 'midrashic'
encompasses not only parallels to exegetical traditions found elsewhere in Rabbinic literature, but also the
targumist's 'derashic' approach to interpreting the text, despite the fact that the results of his interpretation
(=midrashic insertions) do not find parallels in the extant Rabbinic literature.
72 R. Weiss, DVft IDOb 'ZJISH □JUTT, 13. His comments at this point should however be read in conjunc¬
tion with the more circumspect evaluation of this possibility which appears later in the same chapter (34).
73 J. Fitzmyer 'The First Century Targum'. That this article should be read in the wider context of a dis¬
cussion regarding Diez-Macho's views on the language of the 11Q10 in comparison with that ofNeofiti
may be seen from a lengthy footnote (J. Fitzmyer 'The First Century Targum', 181 n.69) in the reprinted
article. Fitzmyer's contribution is taken up here in greater detail below.
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In this same article, Fitzmyer not only pointed out the need for a more thorough
comparison of 11Q10 with a critical edition of the Rabbinic targum, he also suggested
the potential fruitfulness of extending this comparison to include the Syriac translation.74
Nearly 25 years were to pass, however, before Jan Wilson would take up Fitzmyer's
latter suggestion in a paper presented in Jerusalem in 1997.75 In his study, Wilson fo¬
cused on the relationship between the Qumran text and the Syriac version as a means of
exploring the possibility that the former was used in the production of the latter. This
orientation toward the question of textual influence was decisive for Wilson's choice of
methodology and led him to cite only the few texts which might have pointed to a rela¬
tionship of dependence between the two Aramaic versions.76 Wilson's conclusion, how¬
ever, was that there was virtually no evidence to suggest that the translator of P-Job
utilised 11Q10 in his rendering and furthermore, that '...11Q10 does not contribute
anything to the discussion of the connections between the Essenes and the early Chris¬
tians at Edessa.'
While Heidi Szpek's more substantial work similarly focused on the question of
dependence of P-Job on RtgJob, her treatment of the subject inaugurated the era of
systematic three-way comparison of the available Aramaic versions of Job.77 Szpek's
work did independently confirm Wilson's conclusions that the Peshitta is not directly
dependent on either of the Aramaic 'targums' of Job, but her similar orientation toward
an assessment of dependence necessarily led her to focus her attention on congruencies
between the texts (on the reasonable assumption that causally-linked congruencies
would show the dependency of the Peshitta on the 'targumic' versions).78 Szpek's
74
J. Fitzmyer 'The First Century Targum', 174.
75 E. Jan Wilson ' 1 lQtgJob and the Question of the Essene-Edessa Connection' (unpublished paper,
1997).
10 The five categories utilised by Wilson are as follows: A) The three versions [MT, 11Q10, P-Job] are
essentially the same. B) All three versions differ. C) P follows 11Q10 and both diverge from MT. D) P
follows MT while 11Q10 diverges fromMT significantly. E) 11Q10 essentially follows MT, while P dif¬
fers significantly from MT.
77
H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum on the Peshitta to Job' in P. Flesher (ed.), Targum Studies
2 (Atlanta: 1998) 141-58.
7K The most decisive type of causally-linked congruency is an erroneous reading in a given text which may
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search for similarities in the Aramaic versions led her to focus particularly on two areas
7Q
of comparison, namely, language and exegesis. It is no surprise that Szpek found that
the shared linguistic heritage of the three translators leads them to introduce some
common grammatical substitutions such as gender, number, person, verb tense, word
class, and voice.80 Operating on the assumption that RtgJob represents Western Ara¬
maic,81 Szpek interrogated the Syriac dialect used by the translator of P-Job for signs of
82Western Aramaic influence. In fact, however, she found only one example of prob¬
able West Aramaic intrusion and concluded that even this instance might have been
equally explicable as an error on the part of the Syriac translator.83
Exegesis, the second area chosen by Szpek for exploration, proved slightly more
productive in terms of finding common ground between the three Aramaic versions of
Job. Szpek found that in the area of exegesis, the Syriac translator was much more
likely to deviate from the Hebrew by adding a variety of minor (often grammatical)
04
elements in order to produce a clearer, more explicit translation. While the Qumran
translator also showed an apparent willingness to add elements to the translation for the
purpose of explicitness,85 Szpek notes that the translator of RtgJob was far more cau-
be specifically traced to a particular source text. For examples within the textual tradition of RtgJob see,
D. Shepherd, 'Before Bomberg: The Case of the Targum of Job in the Rabbinic Bible and the Solger Co¬
dex' Biblica 79 [3] (1998) 360-80.
79
H.M. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Targum', 145.
SIJ
H.M. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Targum', 144.
8lThis is, by and large, a safe assumption (see 'Language' below, however). A specific discussion of how
the Aramaic dialect used by the Qumran translator should be related to the Aramaic/Syriac of the other
two translations is not provided by Szpek.
82 H.M. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Targum', 150.
83 H.M. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Targum'. For a different (albeit limited) approach to the linguistic
relationship between the three Aramaic versions, see 'Language' below.
84 H.M. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Targum', 152-4. (see also n. 47) Elements added include: relative
pronouns, suffixes, prepositions, conditional particles and words and short phrases.
85
As will be made clear, Szpek's study falls short of a genuine tri-lateral comparison because of its orien¬
tation toward determining dependence of P on Tg. In terms of 'elements added' for instance, RtgJob and
11Q10 are consulted and compared only when an element (i.e., relative pronoun) is added in P-Job. This
is restrictive in that no account is taken of the addition of elements which appear in the 'targumic' texts
but not in P-Job. While Szpek comes to the conclusion that there are not enough relevant passages to
determine the Qumran translator's attitude toward explicitation (154), it is worth noting that the total
number of additional elements supplied by the respective translators is not adjusted to reflect the fact that
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tious than the Qumran and Syriac translators in his additions to the text. In fact Szpek
found that only when the degree of potential ambiguity reached a critical level was the
targumist responsible for RtgJob willing to make his Aramaic rendering more explicit
by means of additional elements.86
With regard to more substantial additions not required by linguistic-stylistic
considerations but supplied for extra-linguistic reasons, Szpek found all the Aramaic
translators willing to augment their translations. In this case, however, it was the tar¬
gumist who led the way in terms of the frequency and extent of added elements, sup¬
plying sizeable interpolations on topics such as the eschatological day of judgement,
Gehenna and the Garden of Eden, the land of Israel and both the study and students of
Torah.87 The translator of P-Job on the other hand was less willing to interpolate and
when he did so the new material provided was often related to a creative, but contextu-
ally appropriate, interpretation of a key word.88 As for 11Q10, Szpek echoes Weiss'
conclusion that in comparison with his Rabbinic counterpart, the Qumran translator too
OQ
was sparing in his use of material to supplement his rendering. While considerably
more work might be done on the similarities between the Aramaic versions, Szpek's
treatment is, in the final calculation, sufficient for her purpose, i.e., mling out the de¬
pendence of P-Job on either the targum or Qumran renderings.90
the sample provided by 11Q10 is only approximately 15% of those provided by RtgJob and P-Job. Fur¬
ther research is required, but certainly this factor should be taken into account when comparing the re¬
spective translators' attitudes toward explicitation through addition.
86 H.M. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Targum', 153. The examples cited by Szpek are (Rtg)Job 22:7,
24:5,33:17,40:12b.
87 H.M. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Targum', 157 seems to be relying here on the brief English sum¬
mary of R. Weiss, 3TN 730*7 'iOOXn □.1777, xv. Weiss follows his introductory discussion ofMidrash and
Aggadah in RtgJob (and the relation of the traditions in RtgJob to those found in other Rabbinic texts
[235-40]) with a discussion of the locations in RtgJob where such traditions are found (241-87).
88 H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 156 (relying on J. Gray, 'The Masoretic Text of the
Book of Job...', 338 and R. Weiss, DTK 730*7 707K7 31777, vi).
89
H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 156.
90
In terms of areas for future consideration, RtgJob's striking use ofmultiple translation of whole verses
(R. Weiss, 3"PK 730*7 ,37X7 31777, 288-93) and smaller units of texts (191-97) might be systematically
compared with the use of double translations in P-Job (H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum',
153-60) and 11Q10 (Weiss lists 25:2, 30:15, 36:11, 37:13, 38:10, 39:2, 39:21, 40:10, 42:2 as locations
where the Qumran translator supplies two words where the Hebrew uses only one).
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Although Szpek's work is an important first step in assessing the relationship
between the Aramaic versions of Job, it is limited in some respects. Firstly, the present
author can find no evidence to suggest that Szpek has made use of D. Stec's critical
edition of RtgJob in her comparison.91 Secondly, the clearly defined goal of answering
the question of influence of Targum on Peshitta has quite understandably informed
Szpek's methodology in two respects. In the first place, in Szpek's treatment it is the
Syriac version which orients the discussion leaving the Qumran and Rabbinic texts to
be assessed primarily in terms of their congruity or incongruity with P-Job only where
the Syriac version diverges from the MT. This type of investigation necessarily ne¬
glects any features in the Qumran and Rabbinic texts which do not find correspondence
in the Syriac version. With Szpek's work having satisfactorily answered the question
of textual or literary dependence (in the negative), it would seem clear that further in¬
vestigation of the relationship between the Aramaic versions should be based on an as-
92
sessment of each translation in its own right before comparisons are made. Secondly,
as mentioned above, Szpek's focus on dependence necessarily led her to look for con-
gruencies between the versions. In terms of modes of representation, it is obvious from
Szpek's study that the few similarities which do exist between all three Aramaic ver¬
sions of Job primarily take the form of either grammatical and semantic substitutions
or, alternatively, additions. While Szpek found all three translators willing to supply
additional material in their target texts vis-a-vis their Hebrew source text, she drew both
qualitative and quantitative distinctions with respect to this additional material. As
mentioned above, these additions were found either within the translation of the source
text itself (linguistic-stylistic explicitation) or as a supplement to the translation
(midrashic interpolations). It is important to note, however, that while Szpek's ex¬
ploratory comparison of the Aramaic versions turned up a measure of congruity be¬
tween the Aramaic versions in the areas of grammar and exegesis, the search for con-
91 For use of texts see 'Texts' below. While Rignell's critical edition of P-Job has been cited (FI.M. Szpek
'On the Influence of the Targum', 143) no information is provided regarding which of the various editions
of 11Q10 and RtgJob have served as the basis for comparison with the Syriac version.
92 See 'Format' below.
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gruence between P-Job and RtgJob found little in the areas of syntax and style.93
While congruencies may reveal dependence, a complete assessment of the relationship
between the Aramaic versions of Job must take account of both the similarities and the
dissimilarities between each of the translations. In fact, the documentation of incongru-
encies would seem to be an indispensable element of a global comparison of the Ara¬
maic versions and while this approach will not provide evidence of dependence of one
version on another (as this has already been explored by Szpek), it may nevertheless be
expected to shed light on the relationship from other vantage points.
While much valuable comparative work has been undertaken with regard to
11Q10, the above survey of research on the text to date suggests that much work re¬
mains to be done in terms of locating the Qumran Aramaic translation of Job within the
context of other ancient Aramaic translations. More specifically, the possibilities of tri¬
lateral comparison of the Aramaic versions have only begun to be explored by Szpek's
important, but in some ways, limited investigations.
Terminology and 11Q10
Another feature of the story of llQlO's reception by the scholarly community
which suggests the necessity of an appraisal of the text in the light of other Aramaic
versions is that of its classification. While the term 'targum' has from the beginning
been applied to the Qumran translation of Job, accompanying qualifications of this term
suggest that its use may be nuanced in a variety of ways.94 Many commentators, in¬
cluding the editors have supplied the qualifier 'Qumran' to the targum in formulations
suggesting that a reference to the text's provenance is intended. The title of van der
Woude's preliminary communication ('The Targum of Job from Qumran Cave
93
E.g. word order and clausal relationships involving waw (H.M. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Tar¬
gum', 144 n. 20). Szpek's assessment of congruence in the area of syntax does not seem to have included
the Qumran translation.
94 The term 'targum' has been used by commentators from the very beginning with reference to 11Q10
and was in fact incorporated into the sigla '1 lQtgJob' which J.P.M. van der Ploeg, 'Le targum de Job'
used in his preliminary communication.
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Eleven'), that of the editio princeps, as well as the editors' occasional use of the term
'Job Targum' suggest that the term Qumran is being used in the sense of the text's
place of origin.95 Others including Gray, Jongeling, Kaufman, and Zuckerman seem to
be utilising the term in much the same way. 96 There is ample evidence to suggest,
however, that the use of 'Qumran targum' with reference to 11Q10 is not utilised uni¬
versally amongst commentators as an indication merely ofprovenance.
Tuinstra's conclusions regarding the sectarian (specifically Essene) nature of
11Q10 are the first suggestions that 'Qumran' may be understood not merely as an in¬
dicator of geographical origin, but also as a means of indicating an ideological affin¬
ity.97 A. Caquot in his endorsement of Tuinstra's basic position, also reflects this
ideological use of the term 'Qumran' when he suggests that '...llQtgJob illustre les
representations eschatologiques de Tinterprete qoumranien...' and then contrasts 11Q10
as composed by the 'qumranien targoumiste' with the later '... targum Juif.'98 Both
Rignell and Vasholz also utilise the term 'Qumran' in this manner.99 Within the
broader scholarly discussion, however, the theory of llQlO's origins within the Qum¬
ran community, as opposed to the more generic milieu of Second Temple Judaism, has
not stood the test of time. Like Fitzmyer, the present author remains entirely uncon¬
vinced by the arguments mustered by Tuinstra for a sectarian origin of the text and
stands by the conclusion of the original editors, namely, that the only clearly 'Qum-
ranic' feature of the Qumran translation of Job is its discovery in the caves of the same
name.100 This assessment squares with Beyer's more recent reiteration of Stanislav
Segert's conclusion that none of the Aramaic texts found at Qumran betray sectarian
95 A.S. van der Woude 'The Targum of Job', 19 and Editio princeps, 1-9.
96 J. Gray, 'The Masoretic Text of the Book of Job...B. Jongeling, Een Aramees boek Job; S.A. Kauf¬
man, 'The Job Targum from Qumran'; Zuckerman (1978, 1980, 1987).
97
E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 70.
98
A. Caquot, 'Un ecrit sectaire', 20, 10, 25.
99
H. Ringgren, 'Some Observations', 126 and R.I. Vasholz, A Philological Comparison, 18.
1110 J. Fitzmyer, 'The First Century Targum', 166; Editio princeps, 7.
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origins but instead reflect the theological and literary traditions of the wider Jewish
context.101
Even if arguments for the ideological use of the tenn 'Qumran' (i.e. Essene)
with respect to 11Q10 are rejected, and scholars could agree to restrict the use of 'Qum¬
ran' to indicate llQlO's place of origin, a potential problem of nomenclature would
still remain for targums are often qualified with not one but two 'names.' Not only are
targum texts often classified according to place of origin/redaction (i.e. claims and
1 09
counter-claims for the 'Babylonian' origin/redaction of Onkelos ) but in addition,
they are often classified according to their location within a particular Jewish tradition
(i.e. 'Rabbinic' targum tradition as opposed to the targum of the 'Samaritan' Jewish
tradition). At this point, it is not our concern to argue for the membership of particular
targum texts within these categories but rather to suggest that while much investigation
of 11Q10 has taken place since its discovery, relatively little effort has been expended
in locating it within the context of other ancient Aramaic translation traditions. In
short, if it is not a product of a particularly Essene translation tradition, where does it fit
within the context of the targum translation traditions?
Studies which have focused on the linguistic character of 11Q10, while not de¬
nying the immediate Qumran origin of 11Q10, have nevertheless sought to qualify the
application of the term 'targum' in rather different ways. Fitzmyer's article comparing
11Q10 with the Rabbinic targum was originally published in 1974 under the title,
'Some observations on the Targum of Job from Qumran Cave 11'. When it was re¬
printed in 1979, however, its title had become 'The First-Century Targum of Job from
Qumran Cave XI' reflecting Fitzmyer's conclusion that 11Q10 is, despite Diez-
101 S. Segert, 'Sprachliche Bemerkungen zu einigen aramaischen Texten von Qumran', ArOr 33 (1965)
190-206 (esp. 205); K. Beyer, Die Aramaischen Texte, 157 sees Jerusalem as the probable origin of the
Aramaic scrolls found at Qumran.
102 For a recent study of this issue see E.M. Cook, 'A New Perspective on the Language of Onkelos and
Jonathan' in D. Beattie and M. McNamara (eds.) The Aramaic Bible: Targums in their Historical Context
JSOT Suppl. 166 (Sheffield: University of Sheffield Press, 1994).
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Macho's claims, older than the Palestinian targum as represented by Neofiti.103 T. Mu-
raoka, arguing on the basis of linguistic evidence for both an early composition date
and the Eastern origin of 11Q10, refers to the text as 'The Old Targum of Job... ,'104
In the introduction to his substantial volume on the Aramaic texts from the Dead
Sea, Klaus Beyer mentions 11Q10 both in his account of the development of the Ara¬
maic language and in his introductory notes on the Qumran 'targums.'105 Like Mu-
raoka and Fitzmyer, Beyer too is led by his linguistic investigation of 11Q10 to supply
a further qualification of the term 'targum'. He favours the term 'Hasmonean', thereby
avoiding (at least temporarily) an explicit judgement on the chronological relationship
between 11Q10 and the targums. With regard to the characterisation of 11Q10 as an
'Old' targum, an examination of its relationship vis-a-vis the Rabbinic targum and Pe-
shitta of the book of Job would enable us to deal more meaningfully with questions of
its status within the development of the 'targumic' genre (i.e. Might 11Q10 be charac¬
terised as a 'proto-' or 'pre-' targum?)
Indeed, it seems clear that further qualification of the term 'targum' as applied
to 1 lQtgJob would not be an issue at all, were it not for the fact that when the Qumran
text was discovered in the middle of the twentieth century, the title of 'targum of Job'
had already been assigned to the Aramaic translation preserved by the Rabbinic tradi¬
tion in medieval MSS and, subsequent to the Bomberg Bible, in its printed editions.106
The issue of precedence and terminology was raised explicitly by Zuckerman as early
as 1978, where he rightly recognises the importance of nomenclature. He argues that
the use of 'Tgl' and 'Tg2' to refer to 11Q10 and the Rabbinic targum respectively,107
implies the Qumran text's '...primacy in the targumic tradition for which no evidence
103 See 'Language' below.
104
T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum of Job from Qumran Cave XI', JJS 25 (1974) 425; T.
Muraoka, 'Notes on the Old Targum of Job from Qumran Cave XI' RQ 9 (1977) 117.
105 K. Beyer, Die Aramaischen Texte, 274; K. Beyer, The Aramaic Language.
106 See D.M. Stec, The Text ofthe Targum ofJob (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994) for a more thorough discussion
of the textual history of RtgJob.
107 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job follows the editio princeps' use of this terminology.
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can actually be mustered.' He avoids this implication by referring to 11Q10 as 'the
Qumran targum' while designating the Rabbinic targum as 'Standard'. 109 While this
view is appealing in that it avoids attributing primacy to the 'Qumran targum' it appears
to purchase this neutrality at a price; for while hindsight suggests to us that the Rab¬
binic targum is the 'Standard' targum, this is nothing more than a function of the even¬
tual triumph of the Pharisaic-Rabbinic tradition. The use of this kind of terminology
('Standard' vs. 'Qumran') would, it is suggested, rule out what must be considered as a
distinct possibility; namely, that in Jewish culture of the first century C.E, it was in fact
11Q10, and not a Rabbinic targum of Job, which represented the 'Standard' targum.
More recently the question of llQlO's classification was raised by Sebastian
Brock within the context of a more general discussion of ancient versions of the Old
Testament.110 Brock contrasted the character of the Aramaic translations from Qumran
[4QtgLev; 4QtgJob and llQtgJob (11Q10)] with the 'later targumic tradition' by sug¬
gesting that whereas the Qumran translator saw himself as merely an interpres1 11 (liter-
alist translator) the translators responsible for the targums adopted the role of exposito-
resU2 (one who both translates and elucidates).113 It is perhaps not surprising that
Brock's de facto genre distinction between Qumran and 'later' targums was reflected,
whether consciously or unconsciously, in his restriction of the term 'targum' to the later
108 B.E. Zuckerman, 'Two Examples of Editorial Modification in llQTgJob' in G. Tuttle (ed.) Biblical
and Near Eastern Studies: Essays in Honor ofW.S. LaSor (Grand Rapids: 1978) 274 n. 2.
109
Similarly, W.E. Aufrecht 'Aramaic Studies', 56 uses '1 lQtgJob' to refer to 11Q10 and designates the
Rabbinic targum as 'the official Targum'.
110 S.P. Brock, 'Translating the Old Testament' in D.A. Carson and H.G.M. Williamson (eds.), It is Writ¬
ten-. Scripture Citing Scripture: Essays in Honour ofBarnabas Lindars (Cambridge: 1988) 87-98.
111 S.P. Brock, 'Translating the Old Testament', 90 'the interpres does not regard it as his role to remove
or elucidate the obscurities of the text he is translating [and].. .will be content (indeed) find it his duty) to
pass on to his readers a difficulty of the source text in the form of a nonsense translation.'
112 S.P. Brock, 'Translating the Old Testament', 93. The expositor takes on the added interpretative role
renounced by the interpres and is concerned to give the sense of the text.
113 S.P. Brock, 'Translating the Old Testament', 95. See also S. Brock, 'To Revise or Not to Revise: At¬
titudes toward Jewish Biblical Translation' in G. Brooke et al. (eds.) Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate
Writings (Atlanta: Scholars' Press, 1992) 301-338 where the distinction between interpres and expositor is
laid out in an admirably clear manner (312-13).
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rabbinic translations and his reference to the Qumran texts as 'Aramaic translations'.114
Although Brock's distinction between the Qumran and Rabbinic targums was not sub¬
stantiated by illustrative examples drawn from the texts themselves, his views were
important insofar as they raised the question of the classification of the Qumran Ara¬
maic translation at a slightly more basic level (i.e. Should llQTgJob (and the other
QTg) be classified as 'targum' at all?).115
That this question had been raised in the wider scholarly community by Brock
may be seen from the subsequent work of two scholars working in the areas of Targum
and Syriac Bible respectively. In his illuminating investigation of targumic passages
which represent speech reports in the Pentateuch, Alexander Samely arrives at his own
assessment of the character of targum which leads him to define it as follows: 'Targum
is an Aramaic narrative paraphrase of the biblical text in exegetical dependence on its
wording'.116 In his discussion of terminology and the application of the term 'targum'
to ancient versions, Samely consciously differentiates the Qumran Aramaic translation
of Job specifically, and Septuagint, Peshitta, and Vulgate versions generally, from the
Pharisaic-Rabbinic targums on the basis of the targum's formal features discovered in
his analysis.117 While Samely provides insightful discussions of how 'targum', as he
has defined it, should be clearly differentiated from the genres of 'midrash' and 're-
114 S.P. Brock, 'Translating the Old Testament', 95.
115 His negative answer to this question is reiterated incidentally in S.P. Brock, 'A Palestinian Targum
Feature in Syriac' JJS 46 (1995) 274-5.
"b A. Samely, The Interpretation ofSpeech in the Pentateuch Targums, TSAJ 27 (Tubingen: Mohr, 1992)
180. The basic features of the targum's literary form according to Samely are: 1) Targum is comprehen¬
sive (not selective) in its representation; 2) Targum is exclusive (i.e., while double interpretations are pos¬
sible alternate interpretations of the same text are not) [ As P.S. Alexander points out in his review (JJS
45 [1994] 311-13) of Samely, the manifest existence of rubricated alternate interpretations in RtgJob
would seem at the very least, to raise questions about the validity of this feature across the range of targu¬
mic literature.]; 3) Targum is narrative (i.e., the narrative voice of the source text is maintained; 4) Tar¬
gum is dependent on the wording of the original, in both translation and in the result of an interpretation of
the original wording; 5) Targum is exegetical; See A. Samely, 'Is Targumic Aramaic Rabbinic Hebrew?
A reflection on midrashic and targumic rewording of Scripture' JJS 45 (1994) 92-100 for a further refine¬
ment and restriction of this definition to include only Rabbinic texts.
117 A. Samely, The Interpretation ofSpeech, 159 He avoids labelling 11Q10 as a targum 'because on the
basis of the characteristics of targumic form established in [his] study, it seems to belong to the group of
translations mentioned and not to the targumic texts of PJ,N,M,0,F and C.'
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written bible', his fundamental contribution lies in his delineation of the genre of 'tar-
gum' on the basis of formal features of actual targum texts. The distinction between
'targum' and other ancient versions, such as the Septuagint or Peshitta, on precisely this
basis, seems to be implied rather than demonstrated by his study and in light of this it is
not surprising that Samely, like Brock, is content to leave his claim regarding the Qum-
ran 'non-targum' unsubstantiated and merely suggestive.
In his long-awaited The Syriac Version of the Old Testament, Michael Weitz-
man disagreed with Goshen-Gottstein's conclusion that the Peshitta should be described
118
as a Jewish targum. For Weitzman, the Syriac version's lack of features which he
saw as basic to targumic rendering (virtually constant agreement with MT, continual
recourse to rabbinic exegesis, frequent loose renderings) rendered both it and the Ara¬
maic version of Job from Qumran unsuitable for classification as 'targum'. While this
conclusion was to some extent based on Weitzman's extensive comparison of Syriac
and targumic versions, it seems likely that his comparative work on Peshitta and Tar¬
gum Chronicles was one of the particular and primary bases for the differentiation of P
(and 11Q10) from Targum.119 Although in other respects, the Syriac version of
Chronicles bears no small resemblance to targumic translations (e.g. recourse to rab¬
binic exegesis), Weitzman's reading of earlier students of the two versions such as
Fraenkel and Totterman suggested to him that the two versions of Chronicles are to be
distinguished fundamentally on the basis of their representation of the Hebrew text be¬
fore them.120 In other words, whereas the targumist makes a concerted effort to repre-
118 M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version of the Old Testament: An Introduction (Cambridge: CUP, 1999)
128; M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, Review of A. Voobus, Peschitta und Targumim des Pentateuchs..., JSS 6
(1961) 266, 'There is no contradiction between the statement that the Peshitta is based on the Hebrew text
and the contention that it depends on a Targum. We may say that P is basically a Targum or that it repre¬
sents Targumic tradition.'
1iy M.P. Weitzman, 'Is the Peshitta of Chronicles a Targum?' in P. Flesher (ed.), Targum Studies 2 (At¬
lanta: 1998) 159-93 (summary provided in M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac Version ofthe Old Testament, 111-
121).
120 M.P. Weitzman, 'Is the Peshitta of Chronicles a Targum?', 192. Similarities include: rabbinic elements,
targumic phraseology, and agreements between P-Chronicles and both Targum Jonathan and Targum
Chronicles, (see 182-92); S. Fraenkel, 'Die syrische Ubersetzung zu den Buchern der Chronik' Jahr-
biicherfur protestantische Theologie 5 (1879): 508-536; C.A.R. Totterman Pelguta qadmayta de-
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sent the formal features of the text in the order in which they appear in the MT, the Sy-
riac translator of Chronicles displays a less strict approach, deviating from the form of
• ■ 121the Hebrew for the sake of intelligibility. If, however, Weitzman is entirely clear in
his rationale for differentiating the Syriac and targumic versions, he, like Samely
merely alludes to this same distinction holding for the Qumran translation as well with¬
out providing any textual analysis to support it.
As is clear from the above, while both Weitzman and Samely would presumably
agree with Brock in differentiating the Qumran translation of Job from the Rabbinic
targum on the basis of the added interpretative element in the latter, both Weitzman and
Samely lay special emphasis on differentiating targum from ancient versions (esp. Pe-
shitta) on the basis of its representation of, and relation to, the Hebrew source text.
Although their own contributions to the discussion are well-grounded in textual analy¬
ses, the quite plausible assessments of Weitzman, Samely and Brock regarding the
Qumran Aramaic translation of Job remain merely suggestive unless they can be rooted
in concrete textual examples.
The Aims of the Present Study
Thus far we have attempted to provide an outline of the recent scholarly discus¬
sion of the Qumran Aramaic translation of Job both from the perspective of a history of
comparison with the versions and from the vantage point of its labelling and classifica¬
tion. The above survey seems to point to two desiderata:
1) While much valuable study of 11Q10 has been undertaken since its emergence
from Cave Eleven near Qumran, our understanding of its relationship to its
counterparts in the targumic and Syriac traditions would be significantly en¬
hanced by a systematic, synoptic three-way comparison which is not limited to
an exploration of the question of textual dependence.
Baryamin cum hebraeis collata (Helsinki, 1870).
121 M.P. Weitzman, 'Is the Peshitta ofChronicles a Targum?', 160.
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2) While in most circles, 11Q10 has been classified as a 'targum' and then differ¬
entiated adjectivally ('Old', 'Qumran', 'First Century' etc.) in a variety of ways
from the Rabbinic targum, it has recently been suggested by some scholars that
the Qumran text should in fact be deprived of the name 'targum' on the basis of
certain formal criteria relating to the representation of its Hebrew source. While
suggestive and intuitively credible, these latter suggestions are thus far altogether
lacking in any analytical foundation.
As mentioned above, Szpek's focus on the question of dependence led her to focus on
translation modifications such as addition and substitution.122 In fact, it seems clear that
this type of focus is ill-equipped to assess the respective Aramaic versions' formal repre¬
sentation of their Hebrew source text. Rather, it is the categories of syntax and style—
precisely those which Szpek passed over as unfruitful in terms of illustrating congruence
between Targum (only RtgJob) and Peshitta—which would seem to offer the best testing
ground for an assessment of the respective translators representation of, and attitude to¬
ward their Hebrew source text. While a comprehensive assessment of each Aramaic
version's representation of the Hebrew text across the categories of grammar, syntax,
semantics and style would take us beyond the scope of the present study,123 Szpek's
study points us toward three viable indices by which the formal representation of the
Hebrew text might be assessed.124
1) The respective Aramaic versions' willingness to omit or pass by elements in their
Hebrew source text as they constitute their Aramaic translations.
2) The respective Aramaic versions' willingness to depart from the word order of
their Hebrew source text as they constitute their Aramaic translations.
122 It is worth noting that while H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum' did not find proof of the
Syriac version's dependence on either the Qumran or Rabbinic 'targum', neither did she appear to feel
compelled to radically differentiate 11Q10 from the targumic tradition or deny 11Q10 the title of 'targum'.
122 That this project would involve a truly massive undertaking is suggested by Zuckerman's impressive,
yet ultimately only preliminary attempt at a comprehensive comparison of 11Q10 with the versions (B.E.
Zuckerman The Process of Translation in 1 IQtgJob: A Preliminary Study) Despite topping 550 pages,
his work covered only the first 15 columns of the text.
124 H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 144 n. 20.
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3) The respective Aramaic versions' treatment of a 'minor' element such as the
waw conjunction, in terms of its addition, omission, or substitution vis-a-vis the
Hebrew source text.
While a systematic, synoptic comparison of the Qumran, Syriac and targum versions on
the basis of these three criteria will not satisfactorily answer all questions of the rela¬
tionship between them, it is hoped that such an analysis would shed light on the ques¬
tion of how the respective Aramaic versions represent the Hebrew text they are trans¬
lating. It is then hoped that the achievement of this modest goal will in turn help us to
advance the discussion of llQlO's classification and perhaps hint at this text's signifi¬
cance within the broader context of the ancient Aramaic versions.
Finally, it will not have gone unnoticed that the present study prefers to make
use of the series number (11Q10) rather than the official sigla (1 lQtgJob) when refer¬
ring to the Aramaic translation of Job found at Qumran. The series number 11Q10 is at
this introductory stage proposed only as a working title—a means of temporarily step¬
ping back from the assumptions implicit in the label 1 lQtgJob.'25
125 An excerpt from Celine Mangan 's introduction to her excellent translation ofRtgJob (C. Mangan, The
Targum ofJob, 5) suggests that terminology is not irrelevant to the reception of a given text. In her intro¬
ductory paragraph to the translation, she suggests that if the LXX reference to a 'Syrian book' might refer
to an '... aggadic elaboration rather than to a targum proper', then '...it shows that such midrashic elabora¬
tions were already connected with the Book of Job, as distinct from the Qumran targum which is surpris¬
ingly literal (italics mine). While a reference to 11Q10 as 'literal' is not unexpected, the use of 'surpris¬
ingly' is frankly, surprising. If it is safe to assume that this 'surprise' involves, in some sense, the frus¬
tration of expectations, then we are entitled to enquire of Mangan as to where these frustrated expectations
of 11Q10 being midrashic or aggadic come from? While it seems odd to have 'aggadic expectations' of a
text known as 11Q10, it is perhaps more understandable when confronted by a text labelled 'the Qumran
targum'. Interestingly, while E. Jan Wilson '1 lQtgJob and the Question of the Essene-Edessa Connec¬
tion' utilises '1 lQtgJob' in the title of his article, the body of his text refers to ' 11Q10'. The designation
'Rabbinic Targum of Job' (and abbreviations) is to be understood in the sense that whatever its origins, the
present targum of Job has been included in the 'rabbinic' reading tradition since at least the time of Saadya
Gaon. (C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 8). (The Gamaliel baraita is of course a record of what purports
to be a very early rabbinic reference to a targum of Job, however, as mentioned above, its specific textual
identity is unknown). For futher discussion of the use of the term 'targum' see 'Locating 11Q10 amongst
the Aramaic versions' (Conclusion) below.
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The Parameters of the Present Study
Texts
In a synoptic textual comparison, it is of course of paramount importance that it be
made clear exactly which texts are to be utilised.126 While Fitzmyer, in his comparison
of 11Q10 and the Rabbinic Targum of Job could only make use of the editions avail¬
able to him at the time, he recognised that his study was limited by the fact that critical
editions of Peshitta Job and the Rabbinic targum of Job had not yet been produced.127
This state of affairs began to be remedied in 1982 with the Peshitta Institute's publica¬
tion of the critical edition to the Peshitta of Job [Base text: MS B. 21, Milan, Ambro-
sian Library=7al].128 A dozen years later a critical edition of the Rabbinic targum of
Job [Base text: MS Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Urbinas I=D (for sigla of other MSS
listed in this study see Stec)] was offered to the scholarly world by David Stec.129 For
the purposes of this study, electronic CCAT versions of these two texts have been gra¬
ciously provided in the case of the former, by the Peshitta Institute in Leiden and in the
126
Synoptic approaches to the targum of the Pentateuch are common, cf. P. Grelot, 'Les Targums du
Pentateuque' Semitica 9 (1959) 59-88; G. Vermes, 'The Targumic Versions of Genesis IV 3-16' ALUOS
(1961-62) 81-114; D. Shepherd, 'Translating and Supplementing: A(nother) look at the Targumic Ver¬
sions of Genesis 4:3-16' JAB 1 (1999); H. Sysling, Tehiyyat Ha-Metim TSAJ 57 (Tubingen: Mohr
1996); See P. Flesher, 'Exploring the Sources of the Synoptic Targums to the Pentateuch' in P. Flesher
(ed.) Targum Studies: Textual and Contextual Sudies in the Pentateuchal Targums. 1 (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1992) for a more extensive discussion and bibliography on synoptic approaches in targumic studies
and the NT.
127 J. Fitzmyer 'The First Century Targum', 180. Appearing first in 1974 as it did, the article could pre¬
sumably only have been based on the editio princeps of 11Q10 and as is mentioned explicitly, the text of
the Rabbinic targum of Job as preserved in P. de Lagarde, Hagiographa chaldaice. Leipzig: Tiibner, 1873
(reprinted Osnabruck: Zeller, 1967). Before the publication of the Leiden edition, the most recent editions
of Peshitta Job belong to the 19th century. See L.G. Rignell, 'Notes on the Peshitta of the Book of Job'
ASTI9 (1974) 98-106 for further discussion of pre-cursors to the Leiden edition of P-Job.
128 L.G. Rignell, (ed.) The Old Testament in Syriac according to the Peshitta Version: Job. (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1982) [hereafter Rignell]. H. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Septuagint on the Peshitta', CBQ 60
(1998) 25 notes that the text tradition of P-Job lacks the earliest text phase of the Peshitta identified by M.
Koster (most recently 'The Copernican Revolution in the Study of the Origins of the Peshitta' in P.
Flesher (ed.) Targum Studies 2 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998) 15-54. While MS 7al is then a representa¬
tive of the earliest available stage of the text of P-Job, we unfortunately lack the evidence which would
allow us to speak of earlier translators' (or transmitters') treatment of the waw.
D.M. Stec, The Text of the Targum ofJob. For a discussion of the importance ofMS Ntirnberg and its
place in the stemma suggested by Stec, see D. Shepherd, 'Before Bomberg', 360-80.
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case of the latter, by the Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon Project at Hebrew Union
College in Cincinnati.130 Where necessary, however, the limited critical apparatus of
these electronic versions have been augmented through comparison with the official
printed critical editions. While the selection of a text of 11Q10 is in some respects less
complicated due to the lack of an attested manuscript history, the fragmentary state and,
at times, illegibility of the sole surviving manuscript allows considerable latitude for
131alternative readings. As a forthcoming edition of the text being prepared by B.
Zuckerman was not yet available at the time of this study, it was decided that an elec¬
tronic text ofM. Sokoloff s edition of 11Q10 (again, generously provided by the CAL
132
Project) would be utilised. Sokoloff s edition is, however, augmented by the inclu¬
sion of the additional fragment published originally by B.E. Zuckerman and S.A. Reed
and later included by F. Martinez et al. in the reissued DJD edition of the texts from
1
Qumran Cave 11. Furthermore, due consideration has been given to other editions
and readings of 11Q10 and on occasion it will be specifically noted that another reading
of this text has been adopted.134
Having discussed the textual materials to be included in such a comparison, it now
remains to set out the particular criteria employed and to elucidate, in as clear a manner
as is possible, the principles by which the following comparison is organised. While
this study will concern itself with discrepancies between the putative source text (MT)
and the respective translations (and between the translations themselves) this concern
130
Special thanks to both Konrad Jenner in Leiden and Jerome Lund in Cincinnati for their co-operation
and assistance in providing the texts in CCAT format. Needless to say, responsibility for any errors ap¬
pearing in the synoptic texts as presented in the following study rest solely with the author.
131 The fragmentary nature of 11Q10 is restrictive too in the sense that synoptic comparison with the other
Aramaic versions is limited to those sections preserved by the Qumran text.
133 This new edition is apparently to be based on newer, clearer photographs. (Private communication with
Zuckerman).
133 B.E. Zuckerman and S.A. Reed, 'A Fragment of an Unstudied Column of 1 lQtgJob: A Preliminary
Report' The Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon Newsletter 10 (1993) 1-7; F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave
11.
134 The sources for such readings include for instance, Editio princeps; F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave
IE, J. Fitzmyer, and D.J. Harrington, (eds.) A Manual ofPalestinian Aramaic Texts (Second century B.C.
- Second century A.D.) (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1978) 10-47, 194-97; ATQ.
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will of course also highlight the extent to which certain translations agree either with
each other, or correspond more closely to the MT. While the general answer to the
question of why respective translations of a real or supposed source text display diver¬
gences may be found in the seemingly unassailable conclusion that the production of
translation is a cultural activity, it is perhaps worthwhile to consider briefly the more
135
particular causes of such differences.
Vorlage
Of fundamental importance in any comparative study of translation, is the lo¬
cating of a corresponding text which has served as the source of the translation(s).136
While concern for the Vorlage underlying a translation has long been a factor in re¬
search into the ancient versions, the significance of a different Vorlage as a potential
source for target text divergences may be lost amidst the enthusiasm generated by the
positing of translation theories and techniques of considerable comprehensiveness and
complexity.137 With regard to the Aramaic translations of Job, it is a general consensus
that at the macro level, the source texts from which they are derived are of an MT
type.138 However, at the micro level—in terms of individual readings—the possibility
135
Being a cultural activity, a translation is subject to not merely the linguistic, but also the ideological,
stylistic and poetic constraints of the culture in which it is produced. See for instance, A. Lefevere,
Translating Literature: Practise and Theory in a Comparative Literary Context. (New York: MLA 1992)
86 ff. The emergence of the modern academic discipline of Translation Studies bears witness to the in¬
creasing interest in (and fundamental assumption of) non-linguistic factors involved in the production of
translation. The revised edition of S. Bassnett, Translation Studies, (London and New York: 1991) pro¬
vides a recent summary of the contributions of this approach to the study of translation.
136 G. Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (Philadelphia: Benjamins, 1995) 75. provides an
extremely enlightening discussion of the importance of source text identity. In the interesting case of a so-
called 'pseudo-translation' it is discovered that the 'translation' is an original composition in the 'target
language' and that no corresponding 'source language' text in fact exists.
137 For example, several reviews (E.G. Matthews, CBQ 56 (1994) 344; M. Weitzman JThS 47 (1996) 585;
J. Lund, JBL 113 (1994) 329) ofH.M. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job. A Modelfor
Evaluating a Text with Documentation from the Peshitta to Job, SBLDS 137 (Atlanta: 1992) are critical of
Szpek's apparently uncritical assumption of an MT Vorlage for P-Job.
138 For P-Job see G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob: Critically Investigated with Introduction,
Translation, Commentary and Summary (Kristianstad: Monitor, 1994) 363. E.G. Matthews dissents from
this view, in his review of Szpek (CBQ 56 (1994) 344) suggesting that P-Job was not translated directly
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that the source text is not necessarily identical with the MT should always be kept in
mind. Indeed, the very question of a translator's selection of, and attitude toward their
source text may shed interesting light on the cultural or historical context in which the
translation was produced. While the elucidation of text-critical issues vis-a-vis the MT
is not a particular concern of this study, a conscious attempt has been made to consider
the possibility that a variant Vorlage may lie behind a target text divergence. In the
course of the following analysis, any implications with regard to the nature of the re-
139
spective source texts will be considered.
Language and Style
While it is true that the three target languages of the respective translations chosen
for comparison in this study may all be broadly classified as Aramaic, it is important to
note that the respective target languages display important linguistic differences.140 As we
have already mentioned, observed linguistic variation within Aramaic allows students of
Aramaic dialectology to differentiate texts displaying certain linguistic features within the
dialectal framework of the language. While much work remains to be done in the field of
Aramaic dialectology, the current dialectal classification ofPeshitta Job, RtgJob and 11Q10
reflects this recognition of distinctive linguistic features.141 Whether the differentiation of
from the Hebrew. For RtgJob, see C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 14; R. Weiss,
2VX IDOb 'ObKn Minn, [XI]; 104ff. For 11Q10 see 'A history of comparison' above.
139 With respect to source text issues, it is perhaps worthwhile here to quote in extenso the views of G.
Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 74: '...when devising a research method, provisions should be
made for any kind of possible complication; and there are indeed several cases where a multitude of
candidates for a source text may exist. In cases of this kind, any attempt to justify a researcher's selec¬
tion of a source text would depend, at least in part, on what the target text itself exhibits, which would
render the establishment of the source text's identity part of the comparative analysis itself. In each one
of these cases, the reasons why the text actually picked was deemed preferable as a source text constitute
an interesting issue in itself. Uncovering these reasons may even have important implications for the
overall account of the relationships between function, process and product.' [our emphasis].
140 J. Fitzmyer 'The Phases of the Aramaic Language' in idem., A Wandering Aramean..., 61; K. Beyer,
The Aramaic Language, 43. For the use of terms such as 'Aramaic' and 'Syriac' in Jacob of Edessa see
Lucas van Rompay, 'Past and Present Perceptions of Syriac Literary Tradition' Hugoye: Journal of Syriac
Studies [http://www.acad.cua.edu/syrcom/Hugoye] vol. 3, no. 1 (2000), § 3-5.
141 The following classification of K. Beyer, The Aramaic Language is here provided not as an endorse-
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linguistic features is explained synchronically or diachronically, the fact remains that the
use of three more or less distinct Aramaic target dialects produces some degree of textual
variation in the respective translations.
This linguistic variation is reflected in the fact that a significant portion of
Fitzmyer's initial comparison of RtgJob and 11Q10 is devoted to a linguistic comparison of
the two texts.142 While he draws attention to particular grammatical features, the centre¬
piece of his argument for the linguistic dissimilarity of the two texts is a lexical assessment
of the degree of similarity/dissimilarity.143 According to Fitzmyer, the total number of
similar words in 11Q10 and RtgJob is approximately 683 (of a total of 1437 preserved in
11Q10) which yields a similarity percentage of 47.5. Although Fitzmyer himself admits
that some of the differences between the two translations might well be explained by
differing Hebrew Vorlagen, he finds striking dissimilarity both in RtgJob's choice of
entirely different Aramaic synonyms to render a supposedly identical Hebrew word and the
apparent lateness of the targumist's lexical choices.144 With the critical editions of RtgJob
and P-Job which Fitzmyer lacked now at our disposal, a replication and extension of
Fitzmyer's comparison yields some interesting results.145 First with respect to the
replication of Fitzmyer's comparison of RtgJob and 11Q10, out of a total of 1278 words
preserved by 11Q10, 624, or 48.8% were found to be similar to the corresponding words
attested to by RtgJob. The similarity of the results, despite the use of different texts of
11Q10 and RtgJob, suggests that Fitzmyer's assessment (47.5%) is statistically reliable
ment of a particular terminology or classification, but rather as an illustration of Aramaic dialectology at
work. According to Beyer, 11Q10 is written in Hasmonaean Aramaic (20), while the language of RtgJob
should be classified as Galilean (Targumic) Aramaic (23), and that of Peshitta Job as Middle Syriac (43).
The issue of formal classification will be discussed in greater detail below.
142 J. Fitzmyer, 'The First Century Targum', 161-182.
143 J. Fitzmyer, 'The First Century Targum', 168. 'Similarity' as defined by Fitzmyer, includes not merely
identical words, but also words displaying only orthographical differences, and words of the same root
with either phonological or morphological differences.
144 J. Fitzmyer, 'The First Century Targum', 169.
145
For discussion of editions used see 'Texts' above. The use of critical editions ofRtgJob and P-Job
naturally highlights the point that the degree of similarity or dissimilarity to 11Q10 may potentially vary
from MS to MS within the respective (RtgJob and P-Job) traditions. However, the low degree of similar¬
ity between the three Aramaic versions in general suggests that the greater or lesser similarity produced by
this type ofMS variation on occasion is probably coincidental and statistically insignificant.
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(i.e., reproducible).146 When Fitzmyer's comparison is extended to include P-Job, we find
that of the same number of words (1278) preserved by 11Q10, a surprisingly large (and
nearly equal) number of them, 606 (47.4%) are to be classified as similar to those
contained within the Syriac translation. While the RtgJob similarity (48.8%) to 11Q10 is
marginally higher than that obtained for P-Job (47.4%) it would be difficult to see this
difference (1.4%) as statistically significant. In terms of the criteria set forth by Fitzmyer
then, we see that P-Job and RtgJob are basically equal in their similarity to 11Q10. When
phrased slightly differently, the statement is perhaps more startling: within these terms of
reference, the Peshitta of Job is no more dissimilar to 11Q10 (the Qumran 'targum' of Job)
than is its nominal cousin, the Rabbinic 'targum' of Job.
In addition to the lexical comparison, Fitzmyer draws attention to certain linguistic
features which seem to indicate to his satisfaction, that the dialect of Aramaic used for the
rendering ofRtgJob dates from a considerably later period than does the variant of Aramaic
used in 11Q10. Relevant features include:147
1. The presence and absence of alaphs in nominal forms both prosthetically and initially in
RtgJob (KTN 'hand' RtgJob 21:5; Dim 'arm' RtgJob 40:9; [K]tM 'man' RtgJob
25:6, 33:12, 34:11 etc.) in contrast to the corresponding forms attested to by 11Q10.
2. Fitzmyer sees other forms too (such as "'WIO RtgJob 35:6, 9 [vs. 11Q10] and
without medial X RtgJob 31:29; 36:10) as indicating a later form ofAramaic.
3. Another indicator which suggests to Fitzmyer a later form ofAramaic is the presence in
RtgJob of KEF! 'to see' (RtgJob 27:12; 29:8, 11; 33:26, 28; 36:25; 40:11; 42:.5) etc) as
opposed to 11Q10 which utilises KIT! 'to see'.148
146
Although in terms of words identified in 11Q10, as well as words similar between the two texts, Fitz¬
myer's totals are significantly higher, the reliability of the assessment is suggested by the fact that virtu¬
ally an identical proportion between the two is obtained.
147 J. Fitzmyer 'The First Century Targum', 170-71.
148 While a MS from the Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana (Plut. III.I) reads tsTPi for one ofFitzmyer's ex¬
amples (40.11) the general picture as painted by Fitzmyer remains essentially undisturbed—NOIl is undoubt¬
edly the preferred form for RtgJob.
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4. While the 3ld masc. sg suffix on m.pl nouns found in RtgJob is consistently written as
"H- (21:21, 24; 24:13; 33:26, etc.,) the corresponding fonn provided by 11Q10 includes
a medial heh which results in the earlier form Til-.
5. The contracted form of the existential particle and its negation, ITK and found in
RtgJob (25:3, 33:32; 38:28, neg. 22:5; 32:12) are contrasted with the older forms,
TPN and TPK attested to by 11Q10.
6. The prevalence of analytic genitives (involving the interposing of -1) in RtgJob and its
minimal use of the construct is contrasted with llQlO's almost exclusive use of the
construct state.
The inclusion of P-Job in a comparison on the basis of Fitzmyer's features yields the
following results. In terms of category 1, P-Job's allegiances are divided, providing a
prosthetic aleph for its rendering of 'hand' (like RtgJob) while not doing so in its rendering
of 'arm' (like 11Q10). Likewise, while P-Job sometimes agrees with 11Q10 in showing an
initial alaph in expressions such as 273N ""D/r^unr (25:6) it may on occasion supply
2?j ""Q/niu Ta (34:11) as does RtgJob. For category 2, again Peshitta Job agrees with
11Q10 in not including the ayin in '(V)TlD (35:6, 9) but parallels RtgJob and diverges from
11Q10 in failing to include the medial alaph in 2T(N)D. As for the final four categories,
Peshitta Job follows 11Q10 with respect to categories 3 and 4 but then follows RtgJob in
the case of the last two categories. To an even greater extent than in the preceding lexical
comparison, the inclusion of Peshitta Job in a linguistic comparison of the Aramaic
versions of Job finds the Syriac of P-Job sharing certain linguistic features with 11Q10
which are not attested in the RtgJob.149
A recent article by E.M. Cook on the language of Targum Onqelos and Jonathan
bears witness to the current lack of consensus (methodological and otherwise) in the
field of Aramaic dialectology. In it, Cook rightly criticises the isolation of certain
linguistic features as definitive in terms of dialect classification, to the neglect ot
l4<) See K. Beyer, 'Der reichsaramaische Einschlag in der altesten syrischen Literatur' ZDMG 116 (2)
(1966) 242-54 for a discussion of the remnants of Imperial Aramaic in both the oldest Syriac material, and
the language of the Peshitta.
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others.150 For the dialects ofMiddle Aramaic, he prefers to posit a dialect continuum, in
which Syriac and the language of Targums Onqelos and Jonathan belong to a dialect
group which he christens 'Central Aramaic' as they seem to contain both Eastern and
Western Aramaic elements. While the Aramaic material from Qumran is, from a
geographical point of view, undeniably Western, the implications of this 'Western'
classification in terms of Aramaic dialectology are perhaps not as clear as they once
were.151 In addition, the fact that Takamitsu Muraoka argues for the 'Eastern' origin of
11Q10 should be taken as fair warning against the dangers of holding a priori
dialectological assumptions on the basis of a text's provenance.152 To further
complicate the dialect classification of the Aramaic versions of Job, S.A. Kaufman
suggests that despite the fact that Western elements may be detected in its midst, the
Aramaic dialect most closely related to Late Jewish Literary Aramaic (the language of
Ps-Jonathan, the targums of Psalms and most importantly for this discussion, RtgJob) is
none other than Syriac.153 It should be clear from the above summary that much work
remains to be done in the field of Aramaic dialectology. This is not the purpose of the
present study and it should be noted that the purpose of the above discussion is not to
evaluate Fitzmyer's criterion for deciding on the relative dialectal position of the
respective versions, nor is it to suggest that in terms of dialectological criteria, P-Job is
150 E.M. Cook, 'A New Perspective', 149. Cook provides as an example, the classic isoglosses which are
used to classify Syriac as an 'Eastern dialect' (l/n as the prefix of the 3rd impf. verbal form as opposed to
y; e instead of ayya as the m. pi. emphatic; loss of emphatic force of -a; elimination of n- bearing suffixes
in the imperfect indicative).
151 E.M. Cook, 'A New Perspective' gives a critical survey of the views of Kutscher, Tal and Greenfield,
attempting to problematize terms such as 'Western Aramaic', 'Standard Literary Aramaic' and 'Aramaic
koine'.
152 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 425-443 includes among eastern characteristics: a) the
abundance of non-assimilated forms; b) the presence of alephs marking the feminine singular and
emphatic; c) evidence of the status emphaticus taking over the function of status absolutus; d) occurrence
of the sumero-akkadian word order (where the verb follows the subject or object or both). See also R.
Weiss, D"PX "IDD1? 'ftixn DJinn, 30 where he too notes the Eastern characteristics of the language of
11Q10 and suggests (rather than argues for) the possibility of its origins lying outside ancient Palestine.
153 S.A Kaufman, 'Dating the Palestinian Targums and their use in the study of First Century CE Texts' in
D. Beattie and M. McNamara (eds.) The Aramaic Bible: Targums in Historical Context. SJOT Suppl.
166 (Sheffield: University of Sheffield Press, 1994) 125. C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 13. comes to
the exact opposite conclusion finding that Western forms predominate.
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more or less closely related to 11Q10 than is RtgJob. Any possible conclusion of this
sort could only be arrived at through a comprehensive comparison of all relevant
linguistic features and such an assessment is not within the scope of the current study.
The preceding discussion is intended only to suggest that if the fact of the dialectal
dissimilarity between the Aramaic versions of Job is obvious, the exact nature of this
dissimilarity and the linguistic grounds for preferring a comparison of the two 'targums'
(11Q10 and RtgJob) as opposed to 11Q10 and Peshitta Job are by no means clear-cut or
self-evident. Whatever the exact relationship between their Aramaic dialects, it is
evident that the Qumran, Syriac and targum translations have been realised in marginally
different linguistic forms of what is broadly speaking a single language. The point for
this study is that within the historical, cultural, and ideological locations in which the
respective translations took place, the fact of different linguistic realisations could not
have been otherwise. That is to say, following the respective translators' initial choice
to translate into a given dialect of Aramaic (or any other language for that matter), they
were to some extent prisoners—captive to a greater or lesser degree to the grammatical,
lexical and orthographical constraints of their chosen target language. The question of
the extent to which a translator is linguistically and/or stylistically captive to their
chosen target language and poetics on one hand, and to what extent their deviations from
the source text are reflections of a more personal attitude or approach are of course
intimately bound up with questions of intentionality154 and volition155 in translation. In
many cases, it will be quite obvious that target text deviations from the supposed source
text are either intentional or unintentional, voluntary or involuntary. In other cases,
however, the exact nature of the motivation behind such divergences—be they linguistic,
stylistic, or ideological—may be far from obvious and will therefore require closer
investigation. In the end, some cases will undoubtedly remain essentially undecideable.
As was the case with regard to Vorlage, while linguistic (and in the present case
dialectal) differences between the Aramaic versions of Job are not the primary concern
154 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 49.
155 S.P. Brock, 'Translating the Old Testament', 87-98.
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of the present study, it is recognised that the comparison which follows is intimately
bound up with linguistic considerations and issues arising from such considerations will
be dealt with as they are encountered in the course of the comparison.
Format of the Comparison
Previous commentaries on the relationship between 11Q10 and the versions have
tended to be single-focus studies, with 11Q10 functioning as the base text and the versions
cited only with reference to the Qumran text.156 The weakness of the single-focus format
is that while it documents 11Q10 divergences, it is ill-equipped to describe non-
corresponding P-Job and RtgJob divergences and convergences.157 The present study will
therefore present passages synoptically and, for the purposes of the textual comparison,
avoid privileging 11Q10 as the base-text. The inclusion of parallels drawn from modem
English versions deserves some explanation. It should be noted at the outset that the
comparison of ancient Aramaic renderings with their modem English counterparts is in no
way meant to imply that the two target languages enjoy any particular cognate relationship
(as is the case with for instance Elebrew and Aramaic). Nevertheless, while other ancient
and modem versions may have been technically available for consultation in addition to the
MT in the production of these modem English versions, the English versions cited in the
course of this study represent explicit attempts to render the MT text and their treatment of
these passages may shed some light on how linguistic-stylistic adaptation of a Hebrew
source text may be realized in translation and, at the same time sensitize us to some of the
approaches common to ancient and modem translators.158
156 For example, M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 7 n. 9: 'Cases where the ancient versions accord with
Tgl against MT have been pointed out in the commentary.'
157 W.M. Smelik, The Targum ofJudges (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995) 190 in his discussion ofmethodology
acknowledges the limitations of this type of 'one-sided' comparison.
158
In a recent article, M. Bernstein, 'The "Given" Levites: Targumic Method and Method in the Study of
the Targumim.' in P. Flesher (ed.) Targum Studies 2 (Atlanta: 1998) 93-116 devotes an appendix to an
examination of how modifications in Aramaic and Greek are occasionally paralleled in modern English
versions.
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In addition to the above considerations, it is worth noting that the present study
resists (with varying degrees of success) the temptation to focus primarily or exclu¬
sively on the word as the unit for comparison.159 While lexicographers have realised
the importance of context in illuminating the meaning of a word,160 many commenta¬
tors unfortunately still choose to restrict their comparisons to the word unit.161 Rather
than merely presenting parallel words, this study will present parallel passages (words +
co-texts) for analysis.
While reference will be made on occasion to portions of P-Job and RtgJob which
are not paralleled by sections preserved in 11Q10, the basic comparison (and therefore
the data which may be considered in the forming of basic conclusions) will be restricted
to the textual sections preserved in all three witnesses. While this decision undoubtedly
entails the exclusion of much potentially interesting textual material, it is felt that the
synoptic sample which remains is of sufficient size both to warrant systematic analysis
and to sustain the conclusions which may be arrived at in such an analysis. This, so to
speak, 'minimalist' approach has the benefit of encouraging the analysis to remain
firmly grounded in the textual evidence at our disposal rather than in speculation re¬
garding the unpreserved portions of 11Q10.
150 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation', A.D. York, A Philological and Textual Analysis.
160 For example, S.A. Kaufman, M. Sokoloff, E. Cook, A key-word-in-context Concordance to Targum
Neofiti: a guide to the complete Palestinian Aramaic text of the Torah (London: Johns Flopkins Univer¬
sity Press, 1993).







Of all the adjustments which may be made by translators in their adaptation of a
source text to a target language, it is perhaps the omission of extraneous elements that
most often goes undetected in an analysis. Although not substantiating his assertion, E.
Nida suggests that with respect to biblical translation (and perhaps translation gener¬
ally?) reductions in, or subtractions from, a source text are less numerous than expan¬
sions and have a correspondingly diminished structural importance within the translation
transaction.162 The fact that Nida is to some extent operating with a prescriptive rather
than a descriptive model of translation studies may, however, partially explain his di¬
minishing of the importance of omission in translation.163 From the perspective of
Nida's stated aim of 'reproducing the closest natural equivalent'164 of an element in the
source text, the idea of the translator omitting material from the source text for reasons
entirely unrelated to the linguistic-stylistic adaptation of the source text to the target lan¬
guage (i.e., theological-ideological) is clearly anathema. Nevertheless, as those familiar
with ancient translation will undoubtedly affirm, the omission of material in translating
ideologically sensitive texts may of course have a significant effect on the total content
of the message and unlike the context in which Nida is operating (namely that of modern
162 E. Nida, Toward a Science ofTranslating, 231.
163
Nevertheless, as we will see below, Nida certainly does create space within the framework of 'struc¬
tural adjustments' for the category of subtraction/reduction. Although Nida's work has an undeniably
prescriptive strain running through much of it (See for instance, E. Gentzler, Contemporary Translation
Theories (London: Routledge, 1993) much of his work is foundational for subsequent translation studies
in general, and biblical translation studies in particular.
164 E. Nida, Theory and practice oftranslation (Leiden: 1982) 168.
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biblical translation) factors such as lacunose source text or corrupt textual transmission
of either the source or target text may enhance the importance of certain types of 'mi¬
nuses' in the study of the relationship between ancient source and target texts. 65
For the student of ancient translations such as the Aramaic versions of Job, the
identification, assessment and classification of omission in translation is in some re¬
spects more difficult than that of other modes of representation such as addition, substi¬
tution or transposition. In the case of these latter modes, the translation of course pre¬
serves if not the translation process itself, then at least the textual material from which a
reconstruction of the translator's motivation can theoretically take place. With omission
on the other hand, the translator conceals, in some sense, the evidence of his activity and
while the character of the minus may be partly revealed through a consideration of the
unit omitted, all arguments are necessarily e silentio.166 With these caveats (and others
which will appear in due course) in mind, we turn then to an assessment of the phe¬
nomenon of omission in the Aramaic versions of Job. The orienting questions for the
discussion which follows are:
1. Do any of the Aramaic versions leave elements of the source text unrepresented
in their translations?
2. If so, what type of elements are omitted and what if any cause may be posited for
their omission?
3. What light, if any does the phenomenon of omission (zero representation) shed
on the question of the relationship between the Aramaic versions of Job?
165 The Septuagint's text of Job, for instance, lacking as it does an estimated 15-25% of the Hebrew text,
(cf. J. Gray, 'The Masoretic Text of the Book of Job...') is presumably a prime example of the difference
that either the translator's radical omission of source text or antecedent or subsequent textual issues may
have on an ancient version. (Of course it seems likely that both factors will have often played their own
[often indistinguishable] part in the divergences displayed by most ancient versions).
166 For instance, not only is it often possible to reconstruct a targumist's motivation for inserting a
'midrashic' interpolation on the basis of the relationship between the added text and an element within the
source text, but it is virtually inconceivable that such an addition could have been added by 'accident'.
Omission on the other hand may often be attributed to an error on the part of the translator or later copyist.
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Following a presentation of examples from the respective Aramaic versions, we will
attempt to draw some conclusions about the relationship between these translations. In
the examples which follow, the Aramaic translations will contain numerous divergences
from the source text which, while interesting in their own right, are not directly pertinent
to this discussion of omission. Therefore the passages will not be treated exhaustively
but rather presented and discussed only insofar as they make some contribution to the
phenomena under consideration.
For the purposes of the following discussion, we make use of the general defini¬
tion of omission utilised by Szpek.167 As will be clear from some of the examples which
follow, it will not always be entirely clear whether an element has been 'omitted' in the
Aramaic version or whether some element should be identified as a 'substitution' for the
source text element. Formally, however, the general conceptual distinction between
'omission' and 'substitution' as formulated by Szpek seems clear and beyond dispute.
A. Shared Omissions in the Aramaic Versions of Job
A1. Minus shared by all three Aramaic versions
Of all the material examined in the course of the present study, only one une¬
quivocal example of a shared omission appears:168
167 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 31: 'The adjustment of omission involves the exclusion of a mor¬
pheme, word, phrase, clause or sentence with no replacement.' While words such as 'omission' will on
occasion be used interchangeably with more neutral terms such as 'minus', the motivating factor in each
instance in which a source text element does not appear in one of the Aramaic versions will hopefully be
made clear in the analysis. The general question ofwhether (and to what extent) adjustments in the Ara¬
maic versions should be attributed to translator intervention or the variation contained in a supposed Vor-
lage, is dealt with at some length in the Conclusion below.
168 It is possible that a preposition D/D in a difficult Hebrew context at 36:12 has been omitted by all three




pob |n cjxsnxb jn xxix, 4 Broob |n hqio
n-bs xxix, 5 xinb bin bans |m nnom
antra px x«^»nsnssi xnErn xrmsmsn xnaa px Rtgjob
■bpnb xnom xm px cjxnirbr xmia n'rxb xnn
:mp20^ ■'TSl ^-Dl
v C7X=3 rtx. m»i\ __r^a .( )nd^ird\ .jrfci r^iY-\y\ >>r^ P-Job
He brings the clouds to punish men, or to water his earth and show his love. NIV
Whether to punish (_) earth's peoples or as a work of faithful love, he despatches them. NJB
While the implausibility or incongruity of MT V^IXb-QK 'whether for (the good of?)
his land' in its present form and location169 has led RtgJob to provide a radically ex¬
panded interpretation of the Hebrew clause (Xnobai X'HTltD nbxb X^") XntD^D
'gushing rain for the trees of the mountains and the hills')170 P-Job and 11Q10 for their
part have retained a proximate translation in their renderings (XSnxb/r^i^X).171 How¬
ever, the latter translations' omission of the 3 masc. sg. suffix in translation directs our
attention back to RtgJob where we see that the suffix which would normally find repre¬
sentation in the targumist's Aramaic rendering has not been included.172 Although the
determination of the precise relationship between the Hebrew text and its RtgJob trans¬
lation is not without difficulty, it does seem likely in light of the other versions obvious
169 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob I (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1921) 320; see R. Gordis, The
Book ofJob (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary, 1978) 428 for discussion of the various options
and emendations.
170 C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 81 n.9; As R. Weiss, TPX "IDOb 'bixn Dunn, 278 notes, while some
elements of the Targum's interpretation to this verse are paralleled in b.Ta'anit 8b) not all elements are
found in this particular text (including 'on the seas and in the deserts'). As is usually the case, determin¬
ing whether the targum is reliant on the Rabbinic sources or vice versa is extremely problematic. See R.
Weiss, DTK 7DDb 'fcixn minn for further discussion.
171 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave II, 148.
172 We might easily imagine the targumist rendering, for instance, 'gushing rain for the trees of his moun¬
tains and (his) hills.'
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omission of the suffix that the targumist has also opted to leave it unrepresented in
translation. Although Szpek suggests that P-Job has omitted this suffix due to its per¬
ceived redundancy, it is perhaps possible to be more specific with regard to the motiva¬
tion.173 As neither of the structurally similar, parallel clauses in this Hebrew verse pos¬
sess the pronominal suffix ("7DIT7_QK VjnxV'QX it seems evident that all
three translators have harmonised their translations of Y2nxV"DX with the un-suffixed
a : — :
forms both before and after it. Although some English translators of the MT (NIV)
have chosen to harmonise in a different way, a different adjustment—the addition of the
suffix on the final noun: "his love'—appears to bear witness to this same influence of
surrounding forms.
A2. Minus shared by 11Q10 and P-Job
In addition to the above instance common to all three versions, the Qumran and
Syriac translations of Job diverge from both the MT and RtgJob in sharing one other mi¬
nus.
reiVbnw hod1? D'Dto-nKi vrfc snr-x''? se:?
it ; • - - vt /•• • ~ a** • — / • t : v : /t ' . — . /- : • i
p-p pm1? Tnj....1?]*? cjvnrr p^ob [...] hqio
bv nnttb apn arabo Dsn rrri? apms p w vb Rtgjob
tprnmoi Kirab 174pn™vpin'n anwo
rr*. (Win -s .\ \ ( )-=Ac\in .,03 0-1 . \ p.TO ^33 K*n .11 .T_1_L * - r^\ P-Job
He does not take his eyes off the righteous; he enthrones them with kings and exalts them for
ever. NIV
173 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 98 classifies this omission as being due to redundancy.
174
Although the translation in C. Mangan The Targum ofJob, 78 'he builds them up...' seems to imply
that the Aramaic root in view is "On 'to build', the present forms are in fact derived from causative suf¬
fixed forms of Aramaic 3TP.
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The irregular structure of Hebrew 36:7b has prompted considerable innovative activity
175
on the part of the Aramaic translators. Both 11Q10 and P-Job appear to have under¬
stood the preposition in MT □TDbOTlX 'with kings' as the nota accusativi and rendered
the phrase accordmplv as the direct ohject of a verb ([P-Tohj An / [1 1Q10]
vnrr pbnb ,176 While all three Aramaic versions have provided a form of Ara¬
maic nrr to sit , the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job have apparently
intended their rendering of COpT 'and he seats them' to refer to 7b and have thus di¬
verged from the word order ofMT in moving their translations of this verbal form to¬
ward the front of the Aramaic clause. RtgJob has also provided a form of this verb
Qnftb) in response to the perceived problem at hand but a transposition has not oc¬
curred because the targumist also provides an appropriate equivalent Cp3nmR1) for
□ in a location which corresponds to that of the MT. Although the 3ld masc. pi.
objective suffix has been retained in RtgJob's translation of the Hebrew, the translators
of the Syriac and Qumran texts have obviously omitted this element as superfluous in
their newly reconstituted Aramaic versions of the Hebrew. While the NIV does show a
type of transposition in some ways related to that 11Q10 and P-Job, it retains the suffix
of the Hebrew in its English rendering.
A3. Minus shared by 11Q10 and RtgJob
There are no instances where these two versions show an omission of the same element of
the Hebrew text in their respective Aramaic renderings.
175 amiy-h 'and he sits them' seems to be related to the preceding clause (XBSV □'ObipTIN'l) despite the
occurrence of the waw. R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 414 attributes the Hebrew irregularity to the metrical
requirements of the poet.
176 See G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 299 (P-Job); M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 137;
ATQ, 51; F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 141. (11Q10).
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A4. Minus shared by RtgJob and P-Job
There are no instances where these two versions show an omission of the same
element of the Hebrew text in their respective Aramaic renderings.
Summary of Shared Omissions among the Aramaic versions
Given that 11Q10, P-Job and RtgJob are all three renderings of a putatively
similar Hebrew Vorlage into distinct but related dialects of Aramaic, it is perhaps rather
surprising that these versions do not find themselves in agreement more often in terms of
omission at identical junctures in the text.177 Certainly, this lack of shared omissions
lends further weight to the conclusion that these versions are not reliant on each other in
any demonstrable manner. What, if anything may then be said on the basis of the pau¬
city of examples put forward in the above discussion? Both the single minus shared by
all three versions and that shared only by 11Q10 and P-Job are suffixes (one pronominal,
the other objective) and both occur in contexts in which the Hebrew text is, if not neces¬
sarily problematic, then at least in some measure, irregular. For all three versions in the
first case (Al) the omission of the suffix is an example of the normal priority of fidelity
to the Hebrew text being overridden by a desire to harmonise a perceived incongruity
with the surrounding grammatical context. The second example of omission on the
other hand (A2) seems to be tied up inextricably with other modifications of the Hebrew
text which have rendered the suffix redundant or superfluous in its new Aramaic con¬
text. Although the material mustered thus far is meagre it does shed some light on the
issue of omission in the Aramaic versions. Admittedly slightly different in terms of
motivation, both omissions should be classified as being either directly or indirectly re¬
lated to linguistic-stylistic adaptation of the source text. While the examples of precise
agreement are, as we have seen scarce, both the type of omission (bound morpheme) and
177 Even in light of the seemingly unassailable conclusion that the three Aramaic versions constitute inde¬
pendent renderings (H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum'), one might expect a certain amount of
agreement.
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motivations for omission illustrated in the above examples will recur in the following




Although previous work on the Aramaic versions of Job has not primarily con¬
cerned itself with modes of representation, deficiencies of the respective Aramaic target
texts vis-a-vis their assumed MT-type Vorlage have been documented on an ad hoc basis
by scholars who have explored these texts. With respect to 11Q10, E. Tuinstra's men¬
tion of omission is primarily limited to a discussion of the waw conjunction.'78 The
original editors of the text, for their part, note that despite other similarities to LXX Job,
11Q10 does not parallel the Greek version in lacking sizeable portions which appear in
the Hebrew text.179 Sokoloff notes the absence of material in 11Q10 which has been
preserved in the Hebrew text but does not elaborate on the source of such minuses.180
The following discussion is therefore the first attempt at a sustained analysis of omission
in the Qumran text. While a quick glance through the extensive collection of variants
preserved in the critical apparatus of both P-Job and (to an even greater extent) RtgJob
bears witness to the effect that textual transmission can leave an indelible mark on a
given text(s), both the targum and Syriac versions of Job have, by and large, been pre-
181served in their entirety. The Aramaic text from Qumran on the other hand differs
from these versions in having been preserved in only one manuscript and in having spent
the better part of two millennia, not in a library but in a desert cave near the settlement at
178E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 49. See chapter 11 for the Aramaic versions' treatment of
waw.
179 Editio princeps, 7.
180 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 7.
181 Possible exceptions to this general mle in P-Job are dealt with in the next chapter.
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1R9 ....
Qumran. The conditions in which 11Q10 was stored mean that the text has under¬
standably suffered considerable deterioration in the course of its stay in the desert and is
extant now only in a fragmentary state. The unfortunate state of some preserved por¬
tions of 11Q10 has implications for the analysis of the phenomenon of textual minus be¬
cause in particularly fragmentary sections, it is not always clear if an omission should be
attributed to the activity of the translator or to the elements which have progressively
degraded the manuscript. Sometimes the main reason for supposing that a minus has
occurred in the text of 11Q10 is simply the apparent lack of space sufficient to contain
183
even a word-for-word rendering of the source text. This situation is illustrated by the
following examples:
'stpdi •'rrhp iVrn 19:14• 1 : /— t : 1 at / : t
( ) 11Q10
"mp ipos Rtgjob
■t-io . r CI .,<^\aA ^33 ,-1 . TQ nr>mc\ P-Job
My relatives and my close friends have failed me NRSV
The beginning of 11Q10 column ii, line 3 clearly preserves the Aramaic render¬
ing of the middle portion of Job 19:13 T"P1 lpmH) but the fol¬
lowing line 4 begins with MT v. 15 (Trb "'rtTipKI TlQK TPHS). In light
of this, the editors and subsequent commentators have suggested that, given the normal
column measurements, there is insufficient space in 11Q10 for the Aramaic translation
of all or part of a rendering of 19:14. Assuming that 1 IQIO's text is lacking material at
182 For discussion of the preservation and extent of 11Q10 see Introduction.
183
Editioprinceps, 7. 'Parfois on peut conclure a l'absence de quelques versets dans des parties perdues
du texte, losqu'on constate que la lacune entre deux fragments est beaucoup plus petite qu'elle ne devrait
etre normalement.' For a full listing of the 'vital statistics' involved in the reconstruction of the column
size see F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 81-5.
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this point, it seems most likely that the omission of v.l3b-14a may have taken place due
184
to homoioteleuton.
An error of a similar sort has also taken place at 33:12:
■wixn rn^K nsT-^ n^T_]n 33:12
[... jtoa p Knbx m ink xxh, 6 [ v.i2a? ... bp™ ^n... 1 iqio
:»riD p xnbx rrnrr ana -pnTrsn rpfcor xb ki an Rtgjob
O CD JJ1.1 t/y\ ,rr^\^A cku ■■-v v_^3 rA r^lcnj P-Job
.rfr t rrf r^cnArrf
Behold, in this vou are not right. I will answer vou. God is greater than man. RSV
An examination of the photograph (DJD 23, Plate XII) suggests that, as many commen¬
tators have noted, there does not seem to be enough room for a rendering of 33:12a.185
While the end of the previous line (5) is not preserved it is difficult to see how an
equivalent of Hebrew v. 12a ('Behold you are wrong in this—I will answer you') might
be squeezed in before the beginning of the following line where a translation of v. 12b
clearly begins. Tuinstra has noted that while the LXX does not omit vl2a, its rendering
does noticeably weaken the force of the MT (LXX: TtcoQ yap ALyeic,
SlKaiot; eifti Kai ot>K e7taKf]K08V jiOD) and on this basis, he has suggested that a
translation of the Hebrew may have been omitted by the translator of 11Q10 in order to
protect the reputation of Job.186 While this is a possibility, other explanations should
also be considered. Perhaps the material was not in the translator's Vorlage or, as has
been suggested by Sokoloff, perhaps this part of the verse has been omitted by a copyist
184 Editio princeps, 15; B. Jongeling, Een Aramees boekJob, 41; B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Trans¬
lation, 92. The occurrence of this common textual phenomenon here is suggested by the similarity of
(JTOl (v. 14) and'h't (v. 15).
185
For reconstructed widths of sheets and columns see F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 83-4.
186
E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 21.
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187due to homoioteleuton. Once again, however, any conclusions are necessarily tenta¬
tive due to the fact that the textual minus may only be inferred from a lack of space.
A similar situation appears to obtain later on, in the Qumran translation of Job
31:10:
sjnnx ivn5? rp^yi nm?1? ]ntpn 31:10
f...] ]ncon 11Q10
:fmn poorr nbn Tinwnna pin or Rtgjob
r^tut^ r^Cl.la Av^r<C\ .,A\Au rt TurriX At P-Job
then let my wife grind for another, and let others bow down upon her. RSV
While RtgJob provides an alternative equivalent, the Qumran translation begins line 3 of
col. xviii with a cognate equivalent ofMT ]jlt?ri (MT 31:10)188 At the end of the same
line, however, where the text is again preserved, the Qumran translation corresponds to
the middle of MT v. 11 (]W irm /K]CDn Kim (xviii, 4) Tn K[....]) and the gap
which intervenes on line 3 does not appear to be of a sufficient size to contain a transla¬
tion of verse 10 in its entirety. Some have suggested that this abridgement may be re¬
lated to the potentially offensive sentiment of v. 10b ('let others bend over her [my
187
M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 131. This suggestion relies on the observation that both Hebrew
in (beginning of vl2a) and 'P (beginning of verse 12b) may be translated by Aramaic TIN in 11Q10. It is
quite easily conceivable that a copyist's eye might have passed over vl2a after having copied the first oc¬
currence of this Aramaic word.
188 The Rabbinic targum's translation of Heb. ]nt?B 'let her [i.e., my wife] grind' with Aramaic 'let
her sleep [euph. for intercourse]' clearly indicates that the translator has understood the Hebrew to have a
sexual connotation. For discussion of 'grinding' as an allusion to the sexual act here, see A. Brenner and
F. van Dijk-Hemmes, On Gendering Texts: Female andMale Voices in the Hebrew Bible (Brill, 1993)
143. As R. Gordis, The Book oj Job, 346 has noted, this connection is made both in midrashic (Gen.
Rabba 48 [end]) and talmudic (b.Sotah 10a) literature but is also followed by the Vulgate. This passage
here in Job is cited in support of this meaning in the Midrash. E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book of
Job, 454 is of the opinion that both Tg and Vulg. have followed the Rabbinic interpretation and while this
seems most likely the direction of influence is difficult to determine. See also LXX which may have pro¬
vided a euphemistic translation (but cf. Dhorme) which would suggest a sexual inteipretation
(&peaou[from dpectKCO 'to please']).
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wife]'). B. Jongeling in fact goes so far as to suggest that this should be seen as an
illustration of the Rabbinic injunctions restricting the targumist's normal treatment of
certain passages.190 It is worth noting, however, that this practise of omission in the rab¬
binic targums seems to have been restricted primarily to the exclusion of certain pas¬
sages from targumic readings (i.e., a synagogue setting) as opposed to their omission
from written targum texts which seem likely to have also been used in other contexts.191
This understanding is to some extent supported by the fact that none of the passages
marked out for special treatment in rabbinic sources are to be found in the targums to the
writings.192 It is perhaps not surprising then, that although the targumist responsible for
RtgJob has offered an apparently euphemistic translation of this verse, he has clearly felt
no qualms per se about including a translation of the verse. While the Qumran text itself
provides no evidence of a liturgical use, it is certainly possible that there may indeed be
euphemism at work here in the Qumran text. But even if, as Klein has shown to be the
case, the Palestinian targumim do actually omit an Aramaic translation of the Hebrew
(as opposed to Tg. Onkelos' provision of prohibitive 'reading notes' in the margin) it is
crucial to note that in such cases the Hebrew text is supplied in its stead and the formal
integrity of the text is preserved intact, with each element receiving representation.193 If
insufficient space in 11Q10 does indicate an omission of text due to euphemism, it is
interesting to note that this is clearly not an approach which the producers of the Rab¬
binic targumim have utilised to any great extent. In this case unfortunately, the poor
preservation of the Qumran text once again does not allow us to move beyond specula¬
tion to anything like a definitive conclusion.
189 Editio princeps, 46; F. Martinez et at., Qumran Cave 11, 123; E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspec-
ten, 18.
190 B. Jongeling, Een Aramees boekJob, 81.
191 This is noted both by P.A. Alexander, 'The Rabbinic Lists of Forbidden Targumim' JJS 27 (1976) 187
and M. Klein, 'Not to be Translated in Public—XTD'ltD Kb JJS 39 (1988) 88.
192 For the relationship between the main rabbinic sources of this information (m.Meg 4.10; t.Meg. 4.31;
b.Meg 25a/b) see P.S. Alexander, 'The Rabbinic Lists of Forbidden Targumim'; M.L. Klein, 'Not to be
Translated in Public-XTD'Sri Dnn& Xb'.
l9"1 M.L. Klein, 'Not to be Translated in Public', 191.
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In a final example from 39:10, it is not so much a question of whether material
has been omitted but rather which of two elements (prepositional phrase or noun) pre¬
served in the MT has not been rendered in the Qumran translation.
sTinx wpnx "niy-QN frns? oVrQ annw'pnn 39:10* iv": - J* t v - : • a vJv : \ t • r:
ynm nsrprh [mjon rr-nfn (Kax-i/pjJhcDpnn hqio
KaSnn xaon mtoprn Rtgjob
:"pnn-p xn0^3 px
r*fnm \ rrf-T^lrin r<A tAlC ,p£^]l. 1.1 cnA.TO A-S. r^iu_l iur^ TDdRT r^SnA.1 P-Job
Can you bind him in the furrow with ropes, or will he harrow the valleys after you? RSV
Because the first of the two small lacunae in llQlO's translation is not large enough to
contain Aramaic translations of both Hebrew CP"! 'ox' and DbjTQ 'to a furrow', scholars
have suggested that it is the equivalent to the former (KQX1) which must be recon¬
structed in the gap.194 While the identity of the substantive to which it has been added is
debated, the 3rd masc. sg. suffix of 11Q10 rp-T2[n is clearly evident and would seem to
require an antecedent.195 In light of the preservation of an Aramaic verb form ("ItDpnn)
which appears to closely approximate the Hebrew, the reconstruction of the object
(KQK~I) is not, however, the only option. As Pope observes, D'H has been omitted in the
LXX and it seems quite possible that 11Q10 may also have omitted the implied object
which has already been provided, in any case, in 39:9.196 Despite providing a proximate
1,54 The somewhat tentative conclusion of the Editio princeps (75) has been followed by M. Sokoloff, The
Targum to Job, 90. See F. Martinez et ah, Qumran Cave 11, 156 for more detailed discussion of the
spacing of the text.
195The reading of 11Q10 is open to conjecture here ( !T"Tin[3 Editio princeps, 74; A TO, 62. nnsp f.
Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 156; both meaning 'rope'). The reading ofM. Sokoloff above tallies
with that of P-Job's translation (meaning 'yoke') and seems fairly reasonable in the light of P-Job's
similar translation of a general Flebrew term for cords or ropes in 39:5.
196 M. Pope suggests that this substantive may have been a gloss in the Flebrew text. In this connection, it
is interesting to note that the English translation provided by RSV provides a pronominal reference 'him'
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equivalent of ClVrQ 'to a furrow' at 36:28, P-Job translates this phrase here with
mAxo A_v 'upon his neck'. This may suggest that the translator has felt the awkwardness
of the Hebrew construction in the present context and sought to provide a smoother ren¬
dering. If it is clear that some part of the Hebrew text has gone unrepresented in the
Aramaic version of Job from Qumran, the question of which element of the text has
1 07
been passed over or omitted is in this case undecideable.
As we have seen above, the fragmentary preservation of the Qumran translation
of Job does from time to time allow the inference of a textual minus in comparison with
198the MT and its two other Aramaic versions. A marginally more clear case of a minus
arises when it is evident that a particular element in the MT has not been represented in a
corresponding order in the Aramaic translation provided by 11Q10. In fact, were it safe
to assume that the Qumran translation reproduces the word order of the MT in all cases,
the evident lack of such Aramaic equivalents would provide us with certain cases of
material omitted in translation. Such assumptions regarding word order are clearly un¬
warranted (see chapter 6 below) and thus the possibility must be admitted that a 'miss¬
ing' word or phrase may have been represented in a neighbouring portion of llQlO's
rather than repeating the noun.
197
Interestingly, E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob, 602 without apparent reference to the
Syriac, favours an emendation of the Hebrew which results in: n'35? ipJVD Tltfprin 'Will you bind a rope
about his neck?' Either the translator of P-Job has read a different Vorlage or has simply modified the text
in order to provide an intelligible rendering for his readers.
198 In addition to the above examples, 11Q10 also appears to be lacking a translation of Job 21:23. The
potentially largest instance of omission in 11Q10 is unfortunately also amongst the most dubious. (M.
Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 7; B. Jongeling, Een Aramees boekJob, 151) The editors assessment that
the remaining number of lines in Column XXXVIII and a single line at the top ofXXXIX would be suffi¬
cient to contain a translation of vv 12-17 would seem to be accurate: a simple word count of the text
omitted between the last preserved line of Col XXXVII and the first line preserved substantially in Col¬
umn XXXVIII (approx. 70) corroborates the editors' suggestion that 11Q10 may well have contained a
translation of some sort in the portion of the scroll now lost to us. Furthermore, the suggestion that 11Q10
did contain a translation of these verses is strengthened by the apparent joins of Fragments V and W by F.
Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 170; (K. Beyer, Die Aramaischen Texte, 298 also provides a translation
of the beginning of v. 12) Although little can be made of the text, it does seem clear that there was text on
the line below line 8 of this column and that therefore sufficient space does (or did) exist for a translation
of the remainder of the book.
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translation which has since been lost to the elements. This situation is illustrated by the
following passage drawn from Job 21,
tfsaa ma* rrn 21:25 Triton n'ai rcVn wuv 21:24
vJv : t \ v: rv : jt : ~ — \ att j:t t • \
([... rnrr p [21:25]) ? Tnanri)[ ] hqio
:D!£DS Tnmn K<op»{pn}ioi ^mr«n»{3} Rtgjob
,mnP-Job
His buckets are full of milk, and there is no loss of strength in his bones. BBE
His pails are full of milk, And the marrow of his bones is moistened. ASV
Here at 21:24, we see that all three Aramaic versions have represented the He¬
brew lexeme 'his bones' with the expected suffixed equivalent
TnD-!V.cDOM*\. P-Job and RtgJob (and most English versions including the ASV, 'is
moistened') follow the MT in preserving an equivalent to the verbal element in a
position after the subject (P-Job: vA~n ; RtgJob: □"'CDS). The Qumran translation by
contrast, appears to preserve TPOIC 'his bones' as the final word in its rendering of Job
21:24. That this is the case is shown by the fact that the words which appear immedi¬
ately following this Aramaic lexeme on the same line in the Qumran text correspond
clearly to the beginning ofMT 21:25 (.. .1^232 mEP nfl). Although at least one English
version (BBE) also provides an equivalent ('his bones') in the final position of its ren¬
dering of the verse, the remainder of the English translation shows that whatever the
formal imprecision of its rendering, the verbal component has in fact been taken into ac¬
count in the translation process.199 In the case of 11Q10, however, we of course do not
have access to the text now lost in the lacuna and therefore it remains uncertain whether
we are dealing with an outright minus or rather simply a removal of the verbal equiva¬
lent to a prior position in the re-ordered Aramaic equivalent clause.
199 The English Bible in Basic English is a now infrequently used version published originally in 1965
(Cambridge Press).
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With the above cases, we have seen that our analysis of textual minuses is im¬
paired by the less than ideal state of the Qumran manuscript.200 In other instances, we
may conclude with greater certainty that a minus does in fact occur in the Qumran text
but, at the same time, still be comparatively uncertain about the precise cause of the
textual minus. The theoretical possibility that 11Q10 (or any translation for that matter)
lacks an element vis-a-vis the 'source text' because its version of the source text was for
whatever reason deficient in this respect must always be considered.201 While in the
case of P-Job, discussion of the causes of textual deficiencies in relation to the Hebrew
may be located within the context of the wider corpus of Peshitta translation, the Qum¬
ran text lacks a comparable body of material from which to extract general principles.202
Nevertheless, in various locations throughout the Qumran text, scholars have, with
varying degrees of unanimity, hypothesised that llQlO's lack of a particular textual
equivalent to the MT is due not to ideological, linguistic or stylistic influences but is
rather to be attributed to a difference of underlying Vorlage or alternatively to an error of
omission by the translator or a later copyist of the translation. An example which clearly
illustrates this point is provided by the Qumran version of Job 34:25:
ijsm vw pv 34:25it - • : t : — ' —/t : a? •• it : — • - t •• t
:lTK'n DYj?D3 DI7SD 34:26i • /' : • 't T : / • T : — i—
[... ijhO )1»rt (34:25b+v.26a) |lil"DP D[01T ...] 11Q10
tprrrayprnnpi pm shut p pn Rtgjob
^qjr^ cA3cn_i a .^cicd_. ,t-i\ ^cui^ r^jro P-Job
Thus, knowing their works, he overturns them in the night, and they are crushed, (v.26)
He strikes them for their wickedness in the sight of men,... RSV
200 It is of course no coincidence that most of the above examples are drawn from the fragments rather
than from the better preserved material found on the so-called 'small scroll' (See Introduction).
201
M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 7. For preliminary discussion see Introduction: Vorlage.
202 While one might debate the utility or accuracy of generalisations regarding the translation technique of
the Peshitta as a whole (see for instance, M.P. Weitzman, 'The Interpretive Character', 587-611 ) it is at
the very least, a coherent and plausible concept given a complete corpus.
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As may be seen above, llQlO's rendering of verse 25 appears to end with its
translation of MT DnHayi? 'their works'. As the material following seems to corre¬
spond closely to the latter portion of v.26 in the Hebrew it seems clear that both v.25b
and the first portion of v. 26a have not been included in 1 IQIO's translation of the He¬
brew.203 This suggests that either this material has been omitted by the translator or was
not present in his Vorlage and as there does not appear to be any likely reason for its ex¬
clusion on literary, stylistic or ideological grounds, it seems probable (but of course not
certain) that some or all of this textual material was not in the Hebrew at this point.204
A different type ofminus appears in the Qumran text's version of 36:29 where it
is a single word which is lacking in the translation of the Hebrew. 205
n'nso m'ktp'n vy-nx nK 35:29
1 t : at : : • -»—r \ • u—
p nn[ ] xxviii, 7 bis p vacat 11 11Q10
trrbbo rms? nsm *ersn anuria yx nnb Rtgjob
.cnW^Ti.T r^rO^CLCD ^3 rdTLx -rbtBCT -i^U CVJJSOO P-Job
Can any one understand the spreading of the clouds, the thunderings of his pavilion? RSV
203
1 IQIO's translation of D|?DD (pDD 'to strike or clap (hands?) with JIBi! NOT! 'and he throws them...'
attests to the translator's inadequate comprehension of this Hebrew lexeme. While the addi¬
tion/substitution of the independent plural pronoun (pQil) is due to language difference, the choice of
verb may show the influence of Heb. 1?n] 'and he overturned/overthrew' which appears in v.25b. If this
is the case (by no means certain), it would certainly problematise the suggestion that 11Q10 has omitted
v.25b due to its absence from the translator's Vorlage.
204 The editors (Editio princeps, 60) do not provide an evaluation of the situation but merely observe that
'Le traducteur n'a pas traduit le verset 25b (et les deux premiers mots du verset 26); dans G cet hemistiche
est sub asterisco.' The fact that the omission of 25b is paralleled in LXX may provide some measure of
support for the theory that this represents a variant text, but this does not explain the lack of v.26a in
11Q10. The later editors, F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 137) classify this omission as due to a vari¬
ant Vorlage.
205 An error of omission involving a single character occurs at 41:12 where 11Q10 translates Hebrew
VTITSp with Aramaic (^nTTTll ] 12. Comparison with P-Job (.ido'Ujjj ^) makes it seem likely that the
yodh which would be expected at the end ofC)nT1TI3 }Q has been omitted due to haplography (Editio
princeps, 83; F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 167).
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It is quite clear from the above example that the translator of 11Q10 has left a
vacat in the text where the Aramaic equivalent to would be expected. Certainly it
appears that P-Job's translation of MT pn*~DX reflects the challenge presented by this
Hebrew expression.206 While H. Szpek suggests that it is the ambiguity of the multi¬
purpose particle DX which has led to P-Job's translation, her explanation provides only
20V
part of the answer. P-Job has seemingly responded to this problem by referring to a
similar context in chapter 26. After chapter 26 opens with a proclamation of divine sov¬
ereignty over the watery forces above and below (vv. 26:6-13) verse 14b concludes
flisrp ,_?p iriTQiP Dsn) 'But the power of his thunder who can understand'. It is clear
that the latter portion of this rendering cu_so) provides a precise parallel to the
fonn found here in v.29. Turning our attention back to 11Q10, because the Qumran text
is not preserved in its entirety, it is difficult to be certain about the precise effect which
this vacat has on the understanding of the verse as a whole. While the obvious lacuna
where an equivalent to the Hebrew verbal form would be expected clearly attests to the
textual minus in the translator's text, the question remains: why has an equivalent not
been included? Again we are left to wonder whether the translator has perhaps found his
Vorlage illegible or corrupt at this point and left a blank to indicate this or, alternatively,
that the translator was planning on returning to the passage but later neglected to do so
for some reason.208
At 39:24, we again encounter the phenomenon of omission but in this case it is a
matter of not merely a single word gone missing, but most or all of a verse,
206 The Hebrew may be understood as 'Can anyone understand?' or 'Indeed, can one understand?' For the
Hebrew text see R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 420-1.
207 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 229.
208 As suggested by M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 141.
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txii win? 39:24 -n'Tpi...
...-IDX'5 ID'U? ST3 39:25 bl'j?~*3<- t <•• : it /'
...10^ KDp bpbl 39:25 139:24?) ^0 *pm...llQ10
*6i Ksnaa xnm msr anm mm 39:24 Knom... Rtgiob
...nrr1 a-sitf noftn 39:25 :*rm bp ana prrr
■Ijj.-T kAo .rlA.ir^ Ax \,cni f^v^OTJO r<^i_x.O vj 39:24 r^UJ.lO ... P-Job
...TiDK? rA n -| 39:25 . ndj in 1 rA 1-1
...and the javelin. 39:24 With fierceness and raae he swallows the around: he cannot stand still
at the sound of the trumpet. 39:25 When the trumpet sounds, he says... RSV
The Qumran version's rendering of |Y"P3 'javelin, dart' with =-pn 'sharp sword'
suggests that the translator of 11Q10 either did not understand the technical meaning of
the Hebrew or simply lacked the lexical resources (having already depleted his lexical
arsenal considerably in this verse alone) for a more proximate rendering.209 Whatever
the niceties of the semantic correspondence, it is evident that this Aramaic lexeme sig¬
nals the end of llQlO's translation of Job 39:23. Unlike the other two Aramaic ver¬
sions, which include renderings of 39:24, the Qumran translation appears to skip directly
to a translation of verse 25 (rcnp bpb). While some scholars have suggested that
llQlO's rendering of MT "ID'Q 'H2 is possibly a telescoped rendering of the end of
verse 24 and the beginning of verse 25,210 both the translations of 11Q10 N3~)p bpb
'at the sound of the horn' and P-Job Am lend support to Gordis' suggestion that the
Hebrew may be understood as: 'At the distant sound of the shofar'211 and as such, render
the above suggestion at the very least unnecessary and probably unlikely. In any case
209 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 156 and F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 160 follow J.C.
Greenfield and S. Shaked, 'Three IranianWords in the Targum of Job from Qumran' ZDMG, 122 (1972)
37-45 in their discussion of this verse.
210 See M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 157 and J.C. Greenfield and S. Shaked, 'Three Iranian Words',
40, n.24. E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob, 610 notes that LXX and Vulg. too interpret this
Hebrew expression in accordance with v.24.
211
Reading with R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 463: '1 from Arab, daway 'hum, rumble, rustle'.
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the possibility that this Aramaic phrase is intended to do double duty for the end of v.24
and the beginning of v.25 does not explain why the remainder of verse 24 is clearly
lacking from HQlO's translation. Again, as there does not seem to be anything worthy
of omission from a theological or ideological stand-point, the most likely remaining pos¬
sibilities are either: a) the translator or a subsequent copyist has omitted the text by acci¬
dent, or b) the translator's Vorlage did not contain this verse.
With the above examples then, we seem at least to be on firmer ground in con¬
cluding that an actual textual minus has occurred in the Qumran translation. However,
unlike substitutions or additions where the translation provides the evidence from which
to reconstruct the genetic relationship between a source text and the divergent transla¬
tion, a minus offers less evidence. If neither an ideological nor linguistic-stylistic moti¬
vation for the minus can be plausibly reconstructed, we are left to assume that the omis¬
sion must be in some sense beyond the translator's control, i.e. an element has been
omitted erroneously (either due to the translator's own error or—in the case of an al¬
ready deficient Vorlage—that of the person or persons responsible for transmitting his
Vorlage).212
The above example suggests the possibility that the translator's decision to omit
textual material found in his source text may stem from some type of textual difficulty.
H. Szpek, in her work on the Syriac version of Job suggests that 'an alteration is said to
be motivated by a textual difficulty when the Hebrew text presents a form that conso-
nantally or vocalically may be questionable.'213 Of course the textual difficulty of Job in
particular has long been recognised. Marvin Pope, in the introduction to his commen¬
tary on Job, joins a long list of eminent scholars in concluding that '.. .the Book of Job is
212
1 IQIO's translation of 35:13 provides another case of an omission whose motivation is uncertain (see
text of 35:13 in chapter 3 below). The translator of 11Q10 has omitted the negative X'b in its translation of
35:13 and both the original (Editio princeps, 63) and most recent (F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11,
139) editors of the text are uncertain as to whether this omission has been made erroneously or intention¬
ally in order to avoid the suggestion of a limitation of God's power (E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische As-
pecten, 26).
213 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 45. The example cited by Szpek following this definition is that of
P-Job's rendering (vo.i^jjj) of a Qere/Ketib in the MT at 24:6a.
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textually the most vexed in the Old Testament.'214 In fact Pope apparently considered
following Gray and Driver in omitting particularly difficult passages, ultimately decid¬
ing against it, however, . .because it is hard to decide how to grade degrees of difficulty
and uncertainty and to know when to despair. The size of the Book of Job would be
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greatly reduced if all the difficult passages were omitted.' The fact that experienced
Hebraists equipped with the arsenal of the modern Semitic philologist are forced to
contemplate the omission of material in translation due to the 'vexed' nature of its text
should serve as a reminder that deciphering the text of Job is no easy matter. It would be
churlish to suggest that Pope's inclusion of difficult material in his translation on one
hand, as opposed to Driver and Gray's omission on the other, in anyway reflects a
greater or lesser degree of Hebrew proficiency on the part of the respective commenta¬
tors. This difference of approach, however, does serve to highlight the fact that whether
a text is to be classified as 'questionable' or not depends to a large extent on the respec¬
tive attitudes and abilities of the respective Aramaic translators. In light of this, the pre¬
sent study is particular concerned with passages which have been perceived by the an¬
cient Aramaic translator or translators as presenting textual difficulties; while some of
the passages to be encountered below no longer pose insurmountable problems for the
modern Hebraist, several others which have troubled the Aramaic translators do remain
'difficult' even for the modem commentator.
PDX m'fra isw Tixsa 29:7
I * T * / • T : T VAT •• -S -J- • J" :
[... afp-m anp t __j ^nm ...] iiqio
ppnx nansn amp asnn ^pa^nRtgjob
r^r. -1 uy* r^ao r-io .iuina <Wl2u .its. P-Job
When I went out (to) the gate ( ) of the city, when I prepared my seat in the square, RSV
214 See M. Pope, Job, xliii for a brief survey of like-minded Hebraists.
215 See for instance S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (I), 300.
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The combination of an unusually placed preposition in the MT and a plural
ending in 11Q10 (hi?~nH216) has led Zuckerman to suggest that the translator of 11Q10
may have possessed a corrupt or defective Vorlage (,'<<7V> 1i7U?').217 However, modern
English translations apparently based on the difficult MT see fit to omit the preposition
in exactly the same manner as appears to be the case in the Qumran translation (e.g.
NIV, RSV, NRSV 'the gate of the city').218 The Peshitta of Job also reacts to the incon¬
gruous preposition but provides a waw conjunction in order to co-ordinate the two nouns
instead of rendering as a genitive.219 In the above case, we see that while the Qumran
and Syriac translations react differently to the difficulties of the Hebrew (as one would
expect of two independent idiomatic translations) they appear to be responding to the
same stimulus in the source text. RtgJob, either unaware or unconcerned with the diffi¬
culties perceived by the other two versions, preserves a proximate rendering of the He¬
brew text. The English translation of the MT solves the perceived 'problem' here by
simply transposing the preposition to an earlier position in the clause and rendering the
latter two nouns ('gate of the city') in the construct as is the case in 11Q10.
Another case of this same preposition creating apparent difficulties appears at
34:13:
216 Like many English translators of this verse (e.g. AV, ASV, NIV, RSV, NRSV i.e., when I went to the
gate), the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job provide alternate target language prepositions (3 andA respec¬
tively) before their renderings of 'gate'. (H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 145) This is an example of
both Aramaic translations explicitly providing a preposition which seems to be implied by the Hebrew.
217 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process ofTranslation, 475.
7lf!
R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 319 argues that the unusual syntax of 29:7a reflects an 'idiomatic' mode of
saying 'when I went out to the gate at the city', i.e., city-gate. He does not however provide other exam¬
ples of such 'idiomatic' usage. S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (I), 247 on the contrary under¬
stand the reference to 'gate' to be that of Job's own house/estate (i.e., 'when I went out ofmy gate...').
219 A. Mandl, Die Peschitta zum Hiob, 26 notes only that the preposition has been omitted while E. Bau-
mann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 189 suggests the possibility that P-Job's Vorlage possessed
the conjunction in place of the Hebrew preposition.
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bnn nb'^m nmk tps-^d 34:13
IT*.. /.. .. T /• T : AT JT T J~ T I*
[... bpn mp) xxiv, 8 "dp c ) nshn io[n...] 11Q10
:h^id bnn ^ ]Di ama -npftb Trfeg Tps p Rtgjob
\. —|A\ m\ ,T-| CU-^DCl In Qy CLL5T) P-Job
Who gave him charge over the earth and who laid on him the whole world? NRSV
As was noted by the editors of the DJD volume, llQlO's rendering of MT
n?nx rtbv 7j?D '(who) appointed him over the earth?' with "DP XIHX Nlfil 'He made
the earth..is paralleled both by LXX (be, e7totr|G£V xf|V yfiv) and by the second ren¬
dering of RtgJob (KSDK -QPft1?).220 In light of the parallel modifications in these ver¬
sions, it seems unnecessary to suggest that the Qumran translator here is laying particu¬
lar or unique emphasis on the concept ofGod as creator.221 Rather, it would seem to re¬
flect a common degree of uncertainty about the meaning of bi7 in the present context.
When used with 7]?D this preposition sometimes introduces the person or thing over
which a subject has been 'appointed' (hence, 'who gave him charge over the earth?')
whereas the one who has been appointed is normally marked as the direct object.222
However, the use of bl? with 7j?D is rather ambiguous and such an ambiguity may have
caused problems for the translator at this juncture.223 Further support for the suggestion
that the presence of this preposition has been perceived as problematic in the present
context is provided by the fact that where a similar construction appears in the Hebrew
of Job 36:23, the Greek and Syriac translators treat it as they have done here (through
omission and substitution [A] respectively). That the translator of 11Q10 does not ap-
220 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 134.
221 Such is suggested by E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 23 'Dit zou aansluiten bij de belangri-
jke plaats die het thema van de schepping in onze targum inneemt.'
222 See for example, Jer. 15:3 andNu. 27:16.
223 In Jeremiah 51:27 b27 in conjunction with this verb must mean 'prescribe against'. See Koehler-
Baumgartner [Engl. Ed.] (hereafter KB3) 955ff for further examples of this flexibility.
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pear to represent this preposition in his translation would tend to corroborate the above
suggestion. Again as above, RtgJob preserves a rendering of the preposition in situ.
msu THD m'37 xr VTraa 41:12' 1 : - : - J T \ ; 'at T J-* •• T • : • \
naaoi "i (T era1? u ) xxxvi, 6 pn ps11 m-rm °fb hqio
:xsrr> Tnsn rrs3 *nn -pn xntoip pis'* rrrnaxo Rtgjob
■ rdooxo.1 t/y. r<f n°i'i ,mnv,.i P-Job
Out of its nostrils comes smoke, as from a boiling pot and burning rushes. NRSV (41:20)
The above example from 41:12 again illustrates the perceived difficulty of the
text and a resulting omission in the translation of 11Q10. It appears that the Hebrew
form "7V73 is to be understood as comparative particle + noun Tike a pot' and both P-Job
and RtgJob have clearly understood the Hebrew as intending a simile.224 It is possible
that 11Q10 WIDb is in fact a rendering of Heb. "7T7 'pot'.225 But the apparent lack of a
comparative particle226 (and resulting elimination of the simile) lends credence to the
suggestion that the translator has not recognised this form but has been influenced by his
understanding of the Heb hapax 'Hf-pS 'sparks' in the preceding verse and translated
71(73 here in light of this with which Sokoloff suggests should be translated as
'torch'.227 P-Job's rendering kAtci.i (meaning uncertain) seems a reasonably certain in-
224 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 340; E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob.
225 Both F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 166. and ATQ, 71 favour this reading on the basis that Sper-
ber's edition of TgZech 12:8 provides as a rending of TP3.
226
Alternatively Editio princeps, 83 and ATQ, 70 suggest that the lamedh has the force of the comparative.
This seems unlikely in light of the provision of Aramaic 3 as an equivalent 3 on more than a dozen occa¬
sions (See M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 211).
227 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 165 notes that nEbb (SA) translates brf? (ST Gen. 3:24) and a de¬
nominative SA verbal form translates the corresponding Heb. verb (ST Dt 32:22). M. Pope, Job, 343
(evidently under the influence of 1 IQIO's rendering) assumes that the connection drawn by the Aramaic
translator between the two forms (v.l PITTS v. 12 7173) reflects the correct understanding of the MT.
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ner-Syriac textual corruption from It is unclear whether rto.To.i 'of the caul¬
dron' is a second rendering of the Hebrew lexeme meaning 'pot' or whether it should be
understood as a compound noun (kettle-pot) not previously known.229 It seems that the
Qumran translation has misconstrued what is, even by modern standards, a difficult text
and has, in the process, eliminated the simile which is evident in the Hebrew.230
Another example of a textual irregularity which apparently has led to a minus in
the Qumran translation is found in its rendering of 42:11,
...ray triD1? •prr-boi... 42:11
j : - • t : -it : t :
...nos? xxxviii, 6 "teai ( ) thstp Sor.-iiQio
... rrrar "teai an nmp-p vniram ^m... Rtgiob
...cnirLA. n\ -s ."el. .to ^3 cnA ctocn v i. 1 Aci^Cl ... P-Job
...and all who had known him before, and ate bread with him... RSV
In the narrator's account of Job's rehabilitation, a list is provided of those invited
to eat with him. The final phrase D,iD'? Tyf-bDl serves as a catch-all phrase following
the preceding mention of the specific invitees. The renderings of RtgJob and 11Q10,
however, suggest that these two translators perceived something slightly irregular about
the temporal use of In fact, in the only other instance in Job (17:6) where this
Hebrew complex preposition □,iD<7 occurs independently (i.e., lacking a following noun
and functioning adverbially) RtgJob provides an interpretative rendering. Here, the tar-
gumist supplies a demonstrative pronoun following the preposition ('before this') in
order to create an acceptable Aramaic rendering of the text. The translator of 11Q10 for
228 E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1899) 47.
225 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 352 favours the latter solution but, in support of the former
double-rendering option , R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 486 has noted that both Rashi and Saadia render
as 'p°t' despite no known evidence to support this meaning.
230 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 166 provide the comparative in parentheses '...(as from) a burning
pot and an incense burner,...' and thus the English translators too have apparently provided an additional
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his part apparently fails to include an equivalent for this preposition in his Aramaic
231translation. Thus we see that while in both cases, the translators have adapted the He¬
brew in order to produce an acceptable Aramaic translation, the manner in which they
have done so differs markedly. The translator of RtgJob supplements the text in order to
preserve the irregular element, while in 11Q10 the perceived irregularity leads to its own
omission.
One final example, drawn from 38:24 again shows an obvious minus docu¬
mented by a vacat in the MS.
wip ttx pVir 'n-nn nrn* 38:24' VIT -I* 'T ' V T A 1 VJT •• I v V _ \ Jv
xsnx bx vrmp mtfm vacat p*r xrrn hqio
jkjdk bx xonp rrn to senna Snpnra xnmx pnvr Rtgjob
.rd^iK' \ N r£jjai r<Q °> 1 a r^irocu -\\ °vA\~n r6j-rcir^ r^.T_. a rt P-Job
Which is the way to the place where the wind is measured out, and the east wind sent out over
the earth? BBE
By what way is the light parted, Or the east wind scattered upon the earth? ASV
Most commentators have found the conjunction ofTfX Tight' in the first stich and □,j7j?
'east wind' in the second, to be an incongruous one and have suggested various ap-
939
proaches to righting the situation. HQlO's rendering of verse 24a pS"1 JOTI
'how does it go forth?' seems to be a generalised, contextual rendering of the MT
. ..j?VjT t]"nn nj-'K 'In which path is (the light) dispersed...' which suggests that the
translator may have understood Hebrew ~|*T7 'way' in the sense of 'manner' (i.e., in what
preposition under the influence of the same preposition at the beginning of the verse.
231 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 168 suggests that the form did not appear in the translator's Vorlage
in the first place. While this is of course theoretically possible, the assemblage of evidence seems to sug¬
gest rather the influence of the translator's Aramaic idiom.
232 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 304 canvass previous commentaries and supply a
number of different suggestions: mi 'wind' 7X 'mist' 1DD 'hoar-frost' (after Gk Ttayvp ) "TOp
'steam'. They opt for the first of these, while M. Pope, Job, 297 prefers hit.
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manner) rather than in the sense of 'road or path'.233 But, as the editors note, there is a
quite obvious vacat following p3" where in the source text one finds the subject of the
7T4.
verb (~|VK). Although it is difficult to be certain about the cause of the vacat, the fact
that the subject of the MT is now no longer represented explicitly in the Aramaic trans¬
lation seems likely therefore to be related to its incongruity in the present context. As
there is no sign of erasure,235 it may well be that the translator of the Qumran text simply
omitted the unexpected word, thereby removing the perceived incongruity. Alterna¬
tively, as was suggested with a previous vacat, it may be that the translator had planned
to return to the text.236 In light of the above suggestions, however, it does appear to be
clear that it is not so much a difficulty with the element itself TfX 'light' which has led
to its omission but rather its relation (or perceived lack of relation) to its immediate
context (v.24bff).
The above examples have illustrated that some textual minuses in the Qumran
translation seem to be related to the fact that the translator has struggled to understand
the text. Whether the translator's struggles are due to the inadequacies of the text as op¬
posed to a lack of Hebrew proficiency is of course a very difficult question to answer
satisfactorily. However, the enduring challenges offered by the Hebrew text of Job cau¬
tion us against drawing the conclusion that the Qumran translator's understanding of
Hebrew was radically deficient. Furthermore, unlike some of the minuses whose causes
are less clear, instances of omission related to textual difficulty seem to find some corre¬
spondence in P-Job (29:7; 34:13)—not in terms of the mode of representation (P-Job in
these cases prefers substitution to omission)—but in terms of their common awareness
233 So M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 89; F. Martinez et at., Qumran Cave 11, 153. Alternatively,
'(from) where?' is preferred by E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 30. Editio princeps, 73; A TQ,
59.
234 Editio princeps, 72 suggests that the targumist may have read (or understood) tin 'wind'. So also
E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 30; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 89.
235 F. Martinez et at., Qumran Cave 11, 152.
230 If it is assumed that 11Q10 is not the autograph but simply a later copy of the Aramaic translation of
Job, the question then becomes: did the copyist simply find a vacat in his Aramaic Vorlage and transmit it
or was a form provided in the Aramaic text he was copying but failed to receive representation in the ex-
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of, and response to unusual or irregular textual phenomena. The translator of RtgJob on
the other hand, whether more able to cope with Hebrew textual problems, or satisfied to
pass over them, appears to follow the Hebrew text more closely.
Although the last example (38:24) is related to the issue of coping with a difficult
text, it also highlights the role that surrounding context can play in leading to textual mi¬
nuses. This leads us to consider related cases where the translator's omissions seem not
to be related to the textual unit omitted per se, but rather to a 'preceding' modification
in the linguistic context (or co-text237) in which the minus is to be found.
Vnn ob rrcnx *Tj?s-»D 34:13IT /•• •• T / • T : AT JT T J— T I •
[... bpn mp (_)i xxiv, 8 nns? asna Kn[n...] hqio
:nbiD bnn ^ wix mvvb Trte -rpa p Rtgiob
■ A . —cn\ -n\ .1 —1 \ OL^ICI .in °> OJ4?3 P-Job
Who gave him charge over the earth and (who) laid on him the whole world? RSV
The Qumran translation's rendering of 34:12 has, like the Greek translation,
transformed the negative assertion of the MT into a rhetorical question through the sub¬
stitution of interrogative heh for Hebrew X'b. (MT: ypT~X'b bx □if?X_r|X;
11Q10: "IpET ).238 Here in verse 13, however, where a question is
indicated in the Hebrew text through the use of interrogative pronouns ('ft), the transla¬
tor of 11Q10 supplies Xlfn...] thereby eliminating the question from the verse. It is not
clear whether the translator was uncomfortable with the Hebrew text's rhetorical invita¬
tion to challenge divine creative power or whether the introduction of an interrogative
into the preceding verse rendered a second successive interrogative stylistically inappro-
tant copy which we now possess?
237 A. Samely, The Interpretation ofSpeech, 4 introduces into targumic discussion, the discourse analyst's
convention of referring to the immediate linguistic (as opposed to non-linguistic) environment in which a
given text is to be found as 'co-text'.
238 E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 23.
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priate in the eyes of the translator here in verse 13. What is fairly obvious is that, after
having supplied &0[!"!...] in the first half of the verse as a substitute for W, the translator
of 11Q10 does not feel it necessary to provide an equivalent for the second occurrence
of the interrogative pronoun at the beginning of 13b. Initially, it seems possible that the
omission of the pronoun here is more likely to be related to the perceived redundancy of
this second 'O than to the translator's logically prior transformation of the Hebrew ques¬
tion into the Aramaic statement. On examination of the translator's treatment of other
similarly structured verses, we see that it is the prior transformation which has led to this
omission. For instance, in 38:5 where the MT also begins each half of the verse with ,?p,
the Qumran translator provides the expected Aramaic equivalent, in both locations
and equivalents are also apparently provided for both occurrences of this pronoun in
38:29.239 This evidence suggests that had he followed the MT in rendering the inter-
rogatives, the translator of 11Q10 would have provided equivalents for both occurrences
of W. With the restructuring of the sentence, the translator clearly no longer felt the
need to provide an equivalent for every element of the Hebrew text and translated ac¬
cordingly. It is quite clear that here, as in the previous case, the textual minus arises un¬
der the influence of a prior translation decision. The omission of the element would then
seem to follow as a result of the translator's attempt to provide an idiomatic expression
in light of his previous adjustment of the source text.
Modification of the co-text again appears to be the main cause for omission of an
element in the 1 IQIO's Aramaic translation of 40:12,
239 The second ]Q is only partially preserved due to increasing fragmentation toward the end of the line.
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:nnnn tryuh ^pm nxir^D nxi 40:12it : - j» t : i\ - *•••:- v •• \ t j** :
]inTi[inn ^atom unnnn irn nrih xxxiv, 8 ^D(_)1 11Q10
tprmnto fcrrrn p-im rrnnni bzw Rtgjob
..acm^Cl.Trj \»\ r^D-Tr^Cl P-Job
Look on every one that is proud, and bring him low; and tread down the wicked where they
stand. (RSV)
In place of the imperative (+ 3ld masc. sg. suffix) of the MT TTJPpn 'and bring him
low' 11Q10 supplies either a 3rd fern, or perhaps, conceivably, a 2nd masc. sg. imperfect
form: 731717 ('you will break' or '(it) will be broken').240 Whatever the form, it is clear
that the 3rd masc. sg. objective suffix present in the Hebrew and represented in the
translations of the RSV and RtgJob is not accounted for in 11Q10. As Sokoloff s sum¬
mary of llQlO's morphological characteristics shows that the translator is often quite
willing to include suffixes with verbal forms in his translation, the motivation for the
omission of this suffix must therefore be sought elsewhere.241 In this case, it appears to
be found in the co-text and the translator's adjustment of it for the main clue to the
mystery of the missing suffix seems to be provided by the omission of 7X7 at the be¬
ginning of llQlO's translation of this verse. To understand this minus, it is in turn im¬
portant to note that the end of verse 11 and the beginning of verse 12 here bear a striking
similarity. Both lib and 12a begin with !7X7 and in both cases the following
verbs (3nV'Sl£,'n,and 17 37317 respectively) refer to 'bringing low' or humbling of the
proud. The fact that P-Job lacks v. 12a suggests the possibility that it was the similarity
240 This form may be read as a 3rd fern. sg. Ithpe. (F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 162) or a 2nd masc.
sg. Pe. (Editio princeps, 79; J. Fitzmyer, and D.J. Flarrington, (eds.) A Manual ofPalestinian Aramaic
Texts, 43 \ATQ, 67.) While the latter may be preferable due to the imperative mood of the grammatical
context, this would require the ellision of a medial 17: 7317(13)11. The fact that a similar modification of
mood takes place in RtgJob at 38:3 and 40:7 is hardly surprising as the imperfect may be used with im¬
perative force in Targumic Aramaic.
241 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 174.
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of the two texts which has led to this omission, whether because of textual error (ho-
moioarchon) or the perception that the second occurrence of these words in such close
242
proximity was superfluous and unnecessary. As was noted first by Tuinstra, 11Q10
and LXX do not follow the Peshitta in omitting the entire clause in their translations but
do lack an equivalent of 7X7.243 It seems quite likely that the underlying motivation be¬
hind such an adjustment is that the Qumran translator saw the repetition of the identical
verb here in verse 12a as redundant.244 To return then to the case of the lost suffix, it
seems that the omission of the suffix in 1 IQIO's translation is related to this restructur¬
ing of the syntax of v. 12a (the main verb of v. 12a in the Qumran translation is now
nnnn) and the collapse of the two verbal clauses in Hebrew into a single clause in
llQlO's translation. In this new Aramaic translation ('and all haughtiness of spirit will
be broken') there is no longer a need for the 3 masc. sg. pronominal suffix which is re¬
quired in the Hebrew and preserved in RtgJob's translation.245 Again, it is the transla¬
tor's prior modification of the co-text which seems to have led to the omission of a given
element in his rendering of the Hebrew.
In 1 IQIO's translation of Job 21:6, it is not a suffix but a noun which is omitted,
242 The former is suggested by E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1899) 46 and H.M. Szpek,
Translation Technique, 166 while the latter is the view adopted by G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book of
Job, 340.
243 E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 36.
244 Thus to speak as M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 159 does, of 'combining' the two occurrences in
verses 11 and 12 is slightly misleading. F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 162 consider 1 IQIO's provi¬
sion of the waw conjunction here as a substitution for HX7, but in the light of the translator's well docu¬
mented tendency to add conjunctions to the beginning of the verses in his translation (see Part Three), it is
also possible to see this modification as comprising the addition and omission of separate elements rather
than signifying a substitution.
245 The contrast between 11Q10 and RtgJob is also seen in their renderings of Hebrew 7X3. The Qumran
translation renders this term here in v. 12a with the synonymous Aramaic expression 1717 17137 'haughti¬
ness of spirit'—an alternative rendering to the translation provided by the translator in the previous verse
(17X3). 1 IQIO's treatment contrasts strikingly with that of RtgJob where the translator has provided virtu¬
ally the same equivalent in both cases (albeit pi. vs. sg). Whereas consistency of rendering is a top prior¬
ity for the translator ofRtgJob, the translator of 11Q10 places a higher premium on variety of expression.
74
thkt 'nVmai 21:6
it- • T : /- T : • :AT : • : • :✓— T • :
anom hqio
tarrm non nmo rrbranai rm^-i DKI Rtgjob
.niLllO^ >im-i\ Cl.Tur^O ,^vs_.^XT^.T^\r^ .r^JT P-Job
When I think of it I am dismayed, and shuddering seizes my flesh. RSV
Both 11Q10 and the Syriac translation take Heb. TtPD (subject in MT)246 as the
object and mark their translations of this lexeme with a lamedh to indicate its objective
status in the Aramaic.247 Although the Aramaic 'me' fulfils the role of Hebrew
'w? 'my flesh' and is in some sense a substitution, formally the 1st c. sg. suffix is re¬
tained in the Aramaic translation while the nominal form does not receive repre¬
sentation in the Qumran translation. As for the motivation behind this minus, Zuckerman
is rightly cautious in noting Pope's suggestion that the Qumran translator's failure to
represent "HtPn 'flesh' in favour of the 1st c. sg. pronoun is motivated by a wish to avoid
248the sexual connotations of the "ll£Q. A more reasonable explanation for the modifica¬
tion may be advanced in relation to llQlO's rendering of rnxVs 'shudder' with KHOn
'amazement, confusion'.249 While 'my flesh' might well be seized by ' a shudder', a
more general pronoun such as 'me' might have seemed more appropriate to the transla¬
tor of 11Q10 in connection with the choice of the less corporeal 'amazement'. If this
latter explanation is to be preferred then we have here an example of a textual minus oc-
246 R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 228.
247 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process ofTranslation, 155; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 188. For repre¬
sentation of the object in Syriac see T. Noldeke, Kurzgefasste Syrische Grammatik, § 287.
248 With the only other occurrence of this lexeme being rendered with its Aramaic cognate by all three
versions (41:15) this seems less likely.
249 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 152 notes that 1 IQIO's rendering ofMT nilths 'a shud¬
der' with the more general (and less corporeal) XilQn 'amazement' may indicate a contextual guess on
the part of the translator, while H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 67 suggests that P-Job's rendering of
the MT singular with the plural suggests a misunderstanding of the nominal ending —ut as a marker
of the plural.
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curring again as a result of the translator's modification of the Hebrew co-text as it is
rendered into Aramaic.
While 11Q10 shows two minuses vis-a-vis the Hebrew text of 37:18, it is the
lack of the second preposition (b) which is of interest here.
sjttio ■'ins cPi?TD ifri? srjrin 37:1s
nps? n[ ] xxix, 9 *6sns?(_) ( ) na3[...] hqio
-pn jinmrm psrpn *privb rrm upin Rtgjob
■ r^.nni^ cvxsomiTik rf°i. nb\ <** v . n+\ P-Job
Can you, like him, spread out the skies, hard as a molten mirror? NRSV
The omission of an equivalent for lamedh in 11Q10 seems to be related to llQlO's at-
250
tempt to make sense of the rare Hebrew verb Wj?~iri. Only here at Job 37:18 does this
251
root appear in the Hiphil and whether it went unrecognised by the translator of 11Q10
or yielded a substitution for some other reason now no longer obvious, the Qumran text
diverges in its rendering by providing nS3[ 'to blow, inflate'. Both P-Job and RtgJob
follow the MT in their own renderings by providing cognate Aramaic verbs and both too
supply equivalents for the Hebrew lamedh. It seems reasonable to suggest that the Qum-
ran translation lacks the lamedh before because according to the sensitivities of
the translator, the new Aramaic verb which has been introduced into the translation
(1123) does not idiomatically require (or allow?) the inclusion of *7 before the noun. Here
again, we seem to encounter a case where an element in the Hebrew fails to find repre¬
sentation in the Aramaic of 11Q10 because of a modification to the co-text.
250 For a discussion of the omission/transposition of an equivalent of 17DS7 see chapter 6 (37:18).
251 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 294.
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The last few examples have illustrated the way in which even elements which
are not on their own problematic in any obvious way to the Qumran translator are nev¬
ertheless omitted due to modifications in the immediate co-text. The use of words like
'preceding' and 'logically prior' is not meant to suggest that we are able to reconstruct
the translation process in any kind of exhaustive or mechanistic way but merely to indi¬
cate that the lack of certain elements in the translated text seem to be best explained by
the translator's decision regarding the rendering of text in the vicinity. The general im¬
pression suggested by these examples is that in 11Q10, 'minor' grammatical elements
may be sacrificed in the translation process for the sake of idiomatic fluency.
The topic of idiomatic fluency leads directly to a final, large category of minuses
detected in 11Q10. In the following set of examples, it is again the concern for an ac¬
ceptable and intelligible Aramaic target text which seems to lie behind the omission of
certain elements present in the Hebrew source text and preserved to various degrees in
other translations. In the previous examples an element seemed to have been excluded
because it did not 'fit' within the immediate Aramaic co-text as reconstituted by the
translator. In the instances below on the other hand, it seems to be the linguistic recon-
stitution of the Hebrew text into Aramaic which has led to the textual minus, rather than
discernible local or immediate textual concerns. In other words, these elements are ap¬
parently omitted because they are perceived by the translator as either not required (i.e. a
stylistic-poetic constraint) or not permitted (i.e. a properly linguistic constraint) by the
form of Aramaic into which the translation is being made. In the context of original
composition in a given linguistic idiom, the drawing of a line between linguistic and
stylistic constraints is, in theory at least, possible. Several considerations in the present
context, however, mean that any such line which may be drawn here must not be consid¬
ered in any way absolute. First the lack of a clear provenance of 11Q10 prior to its en¬
tombment in the Qumran escarpment prevents us from pinpointing texts which might
provide comparable samples of non-translation Aramaic.252 Second, it must be admitted
252 As was discussed in the introduction, linguistic dating relies on precisely this 'dialect' difference (be¬
tween lQGap, 11Q10 and the biblical Aramaic texts) as a means of determining the relative dates of the
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that in any translation transaction it is virtually impossible to entirely insulate the lin¬
guistic and stylistic characteristics of the target language from those of the source lan¬
guage and thus the probability arises that the language and idiom of the target language
has been influenced by the language and idiom of the source text.253 Finally, the frag¬
mentary preservation of the text prohibits the careful researcher from making hasty as¬
sumptions regarding what was required or permitted in the Aramaic dialect utilised by
the translator of 11Q10. Given these caveats therefore we will only occasionally ad¬
vance suggestions regarding whether a given modification in the Qumran Aramaic
translation is due to either exclusively linguistic or stylistic constraints. While it will be
apparent that a given modification is broadly linguistic/stylistic in nature, we must most
often satisfy ourselves with locating such adaptations somewhere on a continuum be¬
tween the stylistic and the linguistic.254
hd'd nnib' rrriD insns -m'H laim 33:24
vi • /t t — t v/v •• •• t : \ v ~ %•••• : ~
[... bpn (_) p TIES HttKH [...] 11Q10
KnnTTO nmab p «n»TP pna om Rtgiob
rvrroK
rdanicva CTlAci .KtXnxA A\CluJ r^.l >m. noia ,mo\ \ ^CLxjTJO P-Job
Deliver him from going down into the Pit; I have found a ransom; NRSV
Both 11Q10 and P-Job modify the syntax of the Hebrew in their rendering albeit
in different ways. As shown elsewhere in its treatment of Job (e.g., 32:1, 32:6, 33:18,
texts' composition.
253 The question of this influence and the resulting 'artificiality' of the Aramaic of Targum Onqelos was
raised long ago by G. Dalman, Grammatik, 13. This use of the term 'artificial' should be distinguished
from that advanced by E.M. Cook, Rewriting the Bible: The Text and Language of the Pseudo-Jonathan
Targum PhD dissertation (UCLA, 1986) 281 as a characterisation of the composite nature of the Aramaic
dialect in which Pseudo-Jonathan was composed.
254 S.P. Brock's conceptualisation of translation adjustments as being located on a continuum between two
poles (optional/voluntary vs. mandatory/involuntary) is useful at this point. (S.P. Brock, 'Translating the
Old Testament', 95-96) Although, in the present study, it may not be appropriate to speak of even the
most optional of stylistic adjustments as being 'deliberate' (in the sense of self-consciously applied) the
inconsistent or optional appearance of stylistic preferences may be contrasted with adjustments that are
consistently required by the linguistic constraints of the Aramaic target language.
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33:28, 34:30) the Syriac utilised by the translator of P-Job does not tolerate the Hebrew
construction + infinitive construct. Here, as at 34:30, the Syriac translator has chosen
to replace this particular Hebrew construction with rd.T. Although the translator of the
Qumran text appears to tolerate the p + infinitive construct construction at 32:1 where
he reproduces the Hebrew syntax, here the source text has prompted a modification from
the Qumran translator. Although llQlO's fragmentary rendering of 33:28 lacks the
relevant material, P-Job's translation of v.28a HTS with7 -at - j : - _it t
r^\rej.t=ire ( ) ^ ,r°ii xm-ij} shows that the Syriac translator has chosen to ex¬
clude an equivalent for the Hebrew infinitive while retaining the preposition Qso) in his
translation. Here in the Qumran rendering of 33:24 we see that the translator has, like P-
Job in 33:28, opted to omit a rendering of the infinitive while at the same time preserv¬
ing an equivalent of the preposition (^|nn ( ) vs. MT nntb nTlfr).255 In light of
the above discussion and the lack of other plausible reasons for this form's omission by
the Qumran translator, it seems most likely that linguistic-stylistic constraints have im¬
pinged upon the rendering in 11Q10 and that the omission of this verbal element from
the Aramaic has been the result.
In the following example drawn from Job 34:30, the presence and function of the
Hebrew preposition ]£> again provokes a variety of responses from the respective Ara¬
maic translators.
255
Although it is not preserved in 1 IQIO's translation at 33:30, P-Job translates MT 'pit' with r<W>.
'ruin/destruction'. Here in 33:24, both 11Q10 and P-Job provide this same lexeme as an equivalent for the
Hebrew. While F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 132 note that this more abstract rendering (K^Dll) is
also found in the rabbinic targumim, the targumic translator of Job consistently provides the Aramaic cog¬
nate Knrmtf thereby maintaining the poetic use of 'Pit' as an equivalent of destruction. (9:31, 17:14,
33:18,22,24,28,30).
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:□¥ V.n nix ^rprp 34:30
[... ji^pnn (_) *wt£h ] 11Q10
:kbsot K^pin bw: -IICD'TH tfnn *ob« noo Rtgjob
.rdSa_2hA r<L»^lifl rd^Xvi r^JCJ r^ « a \rr^ r^X.T P-Job
to keep a godless man from ruling, from laying snares for the people. NIV
that a godless man should not reign, that he should not ensnare the people. RSV
Here in verse 30b, all three Aramaic translators have reacted to the fact that the Hebrew
preposition p appears in a causal infinitive clause.256 Each translator differs in their
precise approach to rendering this construction into an Aramaic form which will be ac¬
ceptable to their respective readerships. RtgJob specifies the meaning of the preposition
through the provision of a more specific Aramaic preposition The translator ofP-
Job has, alternatively, substituted a waw conjunction in place of the preposition as part
of his extensive re-writing of the verse.257 The Qumran translator's response to this
Hebrew construction is simply to omit it altogether and render "'Ipp'plp with a verbal form
of the correct root ibpnn 'they were ensnared/trapped'.258 While all three Aramaic ver¬
sions have apparently felt the need to adapt their texts in translation, 11Q10 prefers to
9SQ
exclude the alien construction from its Aramaic rendering through omission.
256 See B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 36.2.2b.
257 P-Job renders 'IPpb with r^.\,n 'sins' providing a contextually appropriate translation which fits with
its re-writing of the verse. This may in fact be the implied meaning of the Hebrew in any case (R. Gordis,
The Book ofJob, 393 refers to the use here of the subjective genitive: 'because of the snares set by the
people' [i.e. because of the sins committed by the people']) See G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book of
Job, 287 for further discussion and a translation ofP-Job's rendering of this verse.
258 While M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 135 favours reading this as a hithpe'el, F. Martinez et al.,
Qumran Cave 11, 137 note that the other possible reading (as haphel) would correspond more closely to
the Hebrew.
259 In 33:10, a preposition present in the Hebrew is again omitted by the Qumran translation. In this case
however it is not fD, but a suffixed form of Si? which has been left out of the Aramaic rendering. Other
modifications are present in this verse, but it is unclear why this element has not been included.
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:^D3rr own px dtdh^D USVO 35:11,.. . - . ,j_ T — 1 v ' vat J • •• : -
m«on xxvi,7( ) kpbs [pi... p^Jsn p jucths p iiqio
jxmodit xwi xsis? |di snx p^n p xurr spbxo-i Rtgjob
-Ml r^TOJC.l rr^UjT_a ^StjO ^CLuj p.TQ ^ P-Job
.. .who teaches us more than the animals of the earth, and makes us wiser than the birds of the
ajr?' NRSV
Although this line of 11Q10 is not preserved in its entirety, it seems clear that the
translator has omitted 'the heavens' in his rendering of Job 35:11 [pi ...
PftDP! XP32S '(and more than)...the birds he has made us wise'. Interestingly,
where this construct phrase appears in 28:21, both elements are rendered by the Qumran
translator (fcTQtE? PS2S). While there is no obvious motivation for the omission of a ren¬
dering ofDp$n here, it is equally true that its loss in translation has little effect on the
basic meaning of the verse. Assuming that QptP was present in the Hebrew text which
lay before the translator, it is perhaps this very superfluousness which has led to its
omission. Because the communicative aim of the Hebrew verse is to point out the supe¬
riority of God's tutelage of humanity as opposed to non-human creatures, the distinction
between 'birds of the air' and 'animals of the field' functions primarily as a poetic de¬
vice. In light of this, it seems most likely that Dp$n was omitted in translation because
the translator felt that its inclusion added little to the overall meaning of the verse. In the
preceding two examples, the evidence suggests that linguistic differences between He¬
brew and Aramaic led to adjustments in translation. In this case, however, the fact that
the translator chose to include QptP in his translation of 28:21, but not here in 35:11
shows that this omission should be understood as resulting more from stylistic prefer¬
ence than linguistic necessity.
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n'V VVfnrn visVp^ iawn x-t? -m'rr^ nx 35:14
1 i" / : t t : ' / • av : j - \ i • lj—
[ ] nb[...] xxvi, 10 [...]-io«n |n c_j hqio
pTK/pTpa moo11 *6 -ion mix onn Rtgjob
tirmb ^srn {*6} :n^ jnm vrmp
cnA . °> T"s^\r<fo lOJCiai.Tu ^Clt .,cnni>nri\ r<A i\tir>r^ P-Job
How much less when you say that you do not see him, that the case is before him, and you are
waiting for him! RSV
The Hebrew compound conjunction and following verb form (7DXrr',3 ^X) may mean
either 'how much less (is it the case), when you say...' or alternatively 'Even if (i.e. al¬
though) you say... .,260 It seems that all three Aramaic versions have taken the text as
meaning the latter although their representations of the Hebrew differ. We see that
while P-Job Qs>r<r being a contraction of vr<r ^r^) and RtgJob (DTIX D""0) retain equiva¬
lents for both emphatic (*JX) and conditional/temporal components QS) of the Hebrew
expression, 11Q10 appears to omit an equivalent to ^X, despite rendering ,3 with |H 'if.
Although the Syriac translator here provides an equivalent for this particle, Szpek notes
that P-Job sometimes fails to render it at the beginning of a verse due to the translator's
perception of it as redundant.261 Such seems to be the case here in 11Q10, but it is
equally important to note that the Qumran translator can and does also provide Aramaic
as an equivalent for its Hebrew cognate at both 37:11 and 40:8. While the occa¬
sional omission of the Hebrew particle ^X by the Syriac and Qumran versions of Job
seems to reflect a stylistic flexibility in their approach to rendering the text into Aramaic,
RtgJob both here and in the other instances discussed above consistently provides the
Aramaic equivalent □""D. Again the analysis seems to suggest that the translator of
260 See R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 402 who favours the latter interpretation.
261 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 228. See for instance 19:4 and 34:12 (where 11Q10 provides a
substitution).
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11Q10 has failed to provide a precise formal equivalent of an element in the Hebrew text
because it was not deemed to be stylistically important in his Aramaic translation.
As we have already seen (40:12 above), the translator of 11Q10 is willing to omit
bound morphemes (suffixes) when they follow verbs. In the following examples, we see
that the Qumran translation may also lack pronominal suffixes which appear following
nouns in the Hebrew text.
Can any one understand the spreading of the clouds, the thunderings of his pavilion? RSV
At the beginning of 36:29 we encounter an omission which has already been described
above. While it is unclear if the Syriac translator has made some attempt to represent
the Hebrew particle IX in the favoured rendering, cllmo, it is evident that the Qumran
translator has again passed by this particle in his Aramaic translation (see immediately
preceding discussion) on account of its perceived superfluousness. The poor preserva¬
tion of the beginning of line 7 unfortunately prevents us from seeing how the entire
verse was understood by the translator of 11Q10. What is clear, however, is that the fi¬
nal 3 masc. sg. suffix has been omitted from the Qumran translation's equivalent for
Yn3p 'his hut/pavilion'. Although we lack the translator's rendering of 33, this unsuf-
fixed form, occurring as it does in a parallel position earlier in the verse, may have ex¬
erted some influence on the omission of the suffix on . Whether specifically related
to the influence of the parallel form or not, it would seem that the translator has not seen
the retention of the suffix as necessary in his rendering of the Hebrew. If this were the
only instance of the Qumran text lacking a suffix in comparison with the MT, we might
be willing to attribute its absence here to an error. However, other cases do present
cnW^^.i rr'r^CLCD -iAu cllsoo P-Job
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themselves.262 The repetitive nature of this modification when combined with a pro¬
nounced tendency to add suffixes as the context demands, suggests that the Qumran
translator is open to omitting a suffix in translation in a given context when it seems sty¬
listically appropriate.263
While suffixes may be omitted, larger elements in the Hebrew text of Job may
also be lacking in the Qumran translation as we see from this rendering of Job 41:9,
:i*nsn> k'VI na^rp ipst 41:9
it t : • j : : — : • ' at : /• t :
ftfpnjbrp vbi ppn nrran'? xxxvi, 3 nma hqio
:pismvrc£nsn» pnanp ppma mm nv in Rtgjob
■y. tvtaav^) ^..T.nr^q . nt xna .Tjj P-Job
Thev are joined one to another; thev clasp each other and cannot be separated. RSV (41:17)
While the other Aramaic versions follow the Hebrew text in providing two verbal forms
in succession in the middle of verse 9, 11Q10 provides only one verb, pun 'they em¬
brace' as opposed to the parallel verbal forms in IpST 'they cleave; they seize
each other'.264 Because the semantic fields of the two verbs largely overlap it is imprac¬
tical and basically irrelevant to consider which of the two verbs has been rendered by the
single Aramaic equivalent pUn. This virtual synonymy of the two verbs is of course the
most reasonable explanation of the 'telescoping' of the two verbs into a single equiva¬
lent; 265 the two have become one because to render both was seemingly perceived as
unnecessary by the translator. But if parallelism, whatever its precise characteristics, is
a common enough feature in the Hebrew poetry of Job, what then has led the translator
262
See, for instance 1 IQIO's lack of suffixes on its translations of Hebrew HpbttT? (40:8) '(TH (19:17) and
QSn (29:10).
263 For the addition of suffixes in 11Q10, see 'Translator's Intervention' (Conclusion) below.
264 Editio princeps, 82.
265 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 164 refers to this as a 'telescoping' of the translation.
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to omit a parallel element in this particular verse? Several factors may have played a
part in this case. The similarity of structure and content in the preceding verse 8:
'One is so near to another that no air can come between them.'
OnnTp KVrr-N'b mil TOP *Tj7X3 THX) may have played a part in influencing the
omission of the verb form in v. 9. Verse 8 possesses a general antithetical structure (a,
not b). As translated in 11Q10, verse 9 also has this same structure (a, not b) despite the
fact that the Hebrew of verse 9 should properly be understood as a,a1, not b. The fact
that in verse 9 (as in verse 8) the primary verb of 'a' (lp3T) comes at the end of the
clause and is directly apposed—rather than conjoined with waw—to the second verb
(HShrP) has undoubtedly contributed to the translator's stylistic decision to provide only
one equivalent.266
Verse 26 of chapter 38 also provides a clear example of the Qumran translation's
disruption and collapsing of the parallel structure of the Hebrew verse.
o'a isna px-bw todi-I'? 38:26
1 /t t t : • a* ' v-iv - • : — : \
m gas xb~n ima ( ) xxxi,4 ps bs? nnmn1? hqio
rra xbn ima nm rp xsnx ^bv xnn*6 Rtgjob
JJ Tjn AiA.T .omrf r<A:r r<A.-Tr^ A s CukxenA P-Job
to bring rain on a land where no man is. on the desert in which there is no man; RSV
to bring rain on a land where no one lives, on the desert, which is empty of human life. NRSV
Several commentators have noted that 11Q10 does not preserve an equivalent for MT
in its translation of the verse, apparently placing S7")X and "DID in con¬
struct.267 As in the case above, this minus has the effect of telescoping the parallelism of
266 Another omission of a verbal form due to its perceived redundancy has already been mentioned above
in connection with a smaller minus in 1 lQlO's translation of 40:12.
267Editio princeps, 72; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 150 (also 8); F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave II,
154; H. Ringgren, 'Some Observations', 119.
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the MT and creating a single unit in the Aramaic translation. What factors in the present
context have contributed to the triggering of this modification? Sokoloff has observed
that the Aramaic construct phrase (131Q 1HX 'land of wilderness' [i.e., wilderness
land]) which is fonned as a result of the omission is found both in Proverbs 21:19 and in
Deuteronomy 32:10. Even if two occurrences of a phrase are sufficient grounds to give
it stereotypical status, this consideration on its own seems insufficient to have motivated
the omission of the phrase which intervenes in the Hebrew. The RSY's translation of
both tiWVRb and 13 □htjTN'b with virtually identical English equivalents illustrates the
synonymy which seems more likely to have triggered the omission of the former phrase
in the Hebrew. Of the two phrases, the latter has perhaps been retained because it is not
only fuller (in its inclusion of the prepositional phrase) but also conveniently located at
the end of the sentence. While the other Aramaic and English translations preserve the
poetic form and structure of the Hebrew text, the Qumran translator has apparently seen
the first of two near-synonymous phrases in this verse as superfluous with respect to the
content of the verse as he construed it. The stylistic constraints within which the Qum¬
ran translator worked have clearly allowed him to omit the phrase in translation on ac¬
count of its perceived redundancy.
ninrrbo b$ Yh'x iDim V? mn IrprD farf? ydi? 42:11
t tjt t — j - <*-.t - •• : v -j :
...niwo b'D bv ^marrn ( ) nrran an1? nos? xxxviii, 6 1t7DK1...11Q10
...xnera bz bv rnr irami rrri rnrnn rroi? i^i...Rtgjob
imciK'i -10 .icnaN ^ nom cnh\. -1-1 r<2ruA o\ ... P- lob
... rthy r. -1 <n\-\ ^3
.. .and ate with him in his house. Thev comforted and consoled him over all the trouble... NIV
.. .and ate bread with him in his house; and thev showed him sympathy and comforted him for all
the evil... RSV
Although a previous case of omission has already been discussed above with re¬
gard to this verse, here we remember that Job 42:11 describes the response of Job's for¬
mer associates and friends following his restoration. In their own way, both the RSV
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and NIV attempt to convey the similarity of the successive Hebrew phrases
Yh'x IprtPI 1*7 HP! in the middle of 42:11. While the NIV manages by accident or in¬
tent, to reproduce the alliteration of the Hebrew ('comfort' and 'console' for "113 and
Dm) it fails to reproduce the reiteration of the object as does the RSV (repetition of
'him'). The similarity of the two verbal forms appears also to have been noticed by at
least one and perhaps two of the Aramaic translators, but with rather different results.
The Syriac translator of P-Job provides dalath 'for' in place of the Hebrew waw con¬
junction in order to link his translation of the first of the two phrases (lb HJP1) with the
preceding clause: 'and they ate with him in his house for they had shown sympathy for
him ( ,<dcA_5. cicim cuti^.i)'.268 The second phrase is already grammatically and syntac¬
tically related to what follows it and therefore the Syriac translator simply follows the
Hebrew in his translation of this portion of text. That P-Job's modification of the He¬
brew text is a subtle response to the perceived repetitiveness or redundancy of the suc¬
cessive phrases seems to be supported by the Qumran translator's rendering. As in pre¬
vious cases, 11Q10 apparently responds to this same perceived redundancy by failing to
provide an equivalent for this Hebrew clause. Clearly the stylistic constraint of econ¬
omy of expression has, in this case, overridden the translator's commitment to furnish an
Aramaic equivalent for each element in the Hebrew text.
268 See G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 358. P-Job's relatively rare use of the compound tense
(pfct. + rcom) to render the consecutive imperfect may indicate that the translator intended the pluperfect.
While H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 79 agrees that this compound tense corresponds to the 'pluper¬
fect', T. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, § 85 suggests that this tense corresponds in time reference to the sim¬
ple perfect.
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*72 □ *7179*7 vrfaanna "nsnriD rn'2dd Kim 37:12
\ at t: t : jt : — : '_»•• — : • • : < :
=n^iK ",B-*7i7 nfa n^'K
t : it j.. .. v- : - ••- : /•.•
|inmns?b |^wi n1? |is?eet n^K Kim hqio
( ) bin ^k in imps'1 Kin m in in xxix, 3
kshkd mte Kni^^i mnoDra -[sn0 Knapoin Kim Rtgiob
iKsnai inn ^sK-in pnpan nnK inn pnmi prmmnn
rnnprnaKn pnnn annnn k^e vnarnn Kim {Kn}
ini pnrv nmnm linn-1 Ktnrnnn ]inmmni
:KsnKi inn ^K_in pnpa-i
^cictdA .t n °>.i A -s .^nrira .t-i \*?iA tr^acn^ioa c/\ "i^^vsa a roc P-Job
.cnATr^ A . -.^ >_ar<f A %
They turn round and round by his guidance, to accomplish all that he commands them on the
face of the habitable world. RSV
In Job 37:12, divine sovereignty over nature is illustrated through a reference to
the deity's directing of the clouds. It is at the end of this verse that we encounter another
example of a minus in 11Q10 when compared with the MT. The combination of *7213
'world' and niHN 'earth' is not a common one. Where it is attested elsewhere in Prov-
t : it
erbs 8 (verse 31) it is preserved in the form of 3Y3N *72132 leading some to suggest that
here in Job, the Syriac translator's rendering 'his world') reflects the correct He¬
brew reading rather than iT£2K which, if it is to be retained, perhaps represents a poetic
form also preserved in 34:13.269 In light of the Syriac translator's clear tendency to pro¬
vide suffixes under the influence of the assumed context (i.e., making explicit what the
Hebrew is perceived to imply) the Syriac suffix may not necessarily point to an alter¬
nate Hebrew text.270 RtgJob in its rendering simply provides an intervening preposition
perhaps in order to clarify the syntactical relationship between the two nouns. The gen-
26<5 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 292-93.
210 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 102 n.109 lists more than 25 instances where P-Job's addition of
a suffix has been motivated by a desire for clarity and explicitness.
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eral synonymy of bsn and fix is demonstrated by the fact that they frequently occur in
parallel stichs elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible (e.g., Is. 14:21, 24:4, 34:1, Jc 10:12, Ps
19:5 etc.). Job too provides an example of this usage in 34:13, a passage discussed ear¬
lier, where the Qumran translator provides the expected Aramaic cognates of the He¬
brew terms. Here, however, the two terms appear not in parallel but adjacent to one an¬
other and the Qumran translator has clearly responded to this perceived semantic over¬
load of two synonymous lexemes in such close proximity by failing to provide an
equivalent for Hebrew HTIK.
njtfxa ID'S ibm ^nn bbx bVn 42:9
( 1 ofx mrr nirr nnbx 12^
v s | /•• : v \t : /t • - at : w •• /v •
xxxviii, 3 p°±n nva '"i nbpd Kn[b]x soti hqio
rton ]irmDn pnb
nvv: pn nasi mc; pi pn pn ib^i Rtgjob
-novno«a»i *ab'bm -pn msn
t ):nm^ rr w
ci.mxo .r<L» AvSn \ 1 r^.iioj .T.t\-iO vCuAri' cA \ r-<^0 P-Job
( ) -=3G_. r^.1 ,CT3Cear<l=3 l-iso ^OcnA cry.
Although the textual minus to be discussed in this instance occurs in llQlO's
translation of Job 42:10, attention must first be given to the Qumran translation's ren¬
dering of the preceding verse 9. In 42:9, following what appears to be a rather loose
translation of the final clause in the MT DPN ^STIX HTTP X&pl. (11Q10:
nTK "H nbpn) the translator of 11Q10 provides a final clause that finds no correspon-
7 7 o o o .
dence in the Masoretic text: nT*n pJTXtDn pH7 p2Stf1 'and he forgave them their
sins on account of him'. The substantial similarity between the Greek translation's ad¬
dition (Kod £Aaxjev xijv 6c)iapxlav ccbroiQ 8id Ico(3) and that of 11Q10 may be
explained either by the translators use of a common Vorlage at this point, or by a similar
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translation tradition connected with this verse, or finally, by a dependence of one on the
other.271 Whatever the reasons for the inclusion of this 'additional' material in the Qum-
ran translation its presence here in verse 9 seems to have had some bearing on the trans¬
lator's treatment of verse 10 below,
*72;^ 7'y?Drm rvmuw rrauKnx nw' mm 42:10
_i- : \ : 1— : 1 - : • -1 : • : v t < t 1-
nvxb ncto-bo-nx mm insn
iv: • : \ • : /v t v */t : ' v s- a•• ••
xxxviii, 4 ( ) pamn *nr*6* nrn hqio
nb xin m bin inn nn rh c ) nrm
mnnn bm mrm^m nra rm^ rr nnx Rtgjob
:*6sira :tpe6 ninn bn rr ntra ^oixi
:|nn nn ^ {*6}
Ax rdcicn .Ts> jCL. rd.l .-it rd r^-teiO P-Job
,r^°i a.f< j(L rd\ cnA r^ora iu, r^.T )D.T^n\^ A \ r^tso -°LC0Or<O
After Job had prayed for his friends, the LORD made him prosperous again and
( ) gave him twice as much as he had before. NIV
And the LORD restored the fortunes of Job, when he had prayed for his friends: and the LORD
gave Job twice as much as he had before. RSV
As we can see above, the MT phrase IHJn "TV3 Ybbsnrp '...when he prayed for his
friends' is apparently not translated by 11Q10.272 In light of llQlO's tendency to omit
271 While the editors of F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 171 rightly observe that 'the relationship
[between the Hebrew, Greek and 11Q10] is complicated' it is perhaps possible to offer a tentative expla¬
nation of the situation. In light of the wide variety of idiomatic uses of the Hebrew verb XttU it is not sur¬
prising to encounter this verb earlier in Job, in conjunction withWD. In an earlier context in chapter 7
(v.21) appears to refer to the forgiveness of sins pjlVTlX TOVni ^W'D WrrK'b rtjDT 'Why will you
not carry (away) my sin and cause to pass away my transgression...). Support for this suggestion comes
from the fact that in Job 7:21a, both RtgJob and P-Job utilise the exact same verb n-.* 'to forgive' as is
used here by 11Q10. It is suggested that a doublet translation here may be related to the conscious or
unconscious influence of the parallel verse (7:21) and a reference to Job's prayer for his friends which
appears in the following verse 42:10. That the material preserved in LXX and 11Q10 is nearly identical
may suggest the possibility that this doublet translation was already present in a shared Vorlage as op¬
posed to arising from a common translation tradition (which would itself not be surprising at this key
theological juncture in the Hebrew book of Job).
272 Hebrew Til VI is to be identified according to R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 495 not as a singular (friend)
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material considered to be redundant, the most likely motivation for this omission (as
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suggested in the editio princeps) would seem to be its similarity to the doublet trans¬
lation shared by LXX and 11Q10 in 42:9. It would appear that the mention of Job's
praying for his friends here in verse 10 has seemed superfluous to the translator in light
of his version of verse 9 'and he forgave them their sins on account of him' in which
Job's role in the friends' rehabilitation is already discussed. In fact, this omission may
shed some light on the question of whether the doublet translation of 42:9 in both Qum-
ran and Greek versions resulted from translator's intervention or a shared Vorlage. In
addition to the unlikelihood of two translator's arriving at virtually the same translation
independently, it seems relatively unlikely that the translator of 11Q10 would intervene
to provide a doublet translation in verse 9 and then omit TT1H YbbsnpB (a portion
of the text whose presence is confirmed by its translation in LXX) in the following verse
as redundant. This would seem to lend support to the idea that in 42:9 the doublet
translation was part of a shared Vorlage being used by LXX and 11Q10. While it is im¬
possible to be sure of this, what does seem fairly clear is that it is the presence of a re¬
lated passage in verse 9 which has led to the omission ofmaterial in verse 10 rather than
any intrinsic problem of understanding or comprehension of the clause in verse 10 itself.
Further examination of the Qumran translation's rendering of this verse provides
a final, striking example of the translator's omission of an element because of its per¬
ceived redundancy. Verse 10 begins with the masculine singular subjects explicitly ex¬
pressed by proper nouns (mrp and DTK). When the narrative resumes following the
intervening temporal clause (omitted as superfluous in 11Q10), the Hebrew text explic¬
itly reiterates the nouns which name these agents (.. .HTTP ^O'T). When we turn to the
Aramaic versions' treatment of this verse, we see that all three provide the expected rep¬
resentation of the proper nouns in the first portion of the verse. For the tetragrammaton,
the Syriac supplies the customary while 11Q10 provides its usual and the
but rather as a defective spelling of the plural as in 1 Sam. 30:26.
273 Editio princeps, 86.
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Rabbinic targumist augments his representation with memra (^"H K""IQ7,D)—a conven¬
tion widely, but not consistently adopted in targum translations. Similarly, when these
proper nouns are reiterated in the second portion of the Hebrew text of this verse, both
RtgJob and the Syriac translation follow suit in supplying the equivalents already pro¬
vided earlier in the verse. The Qumran translation, however, parts company with these
other Aramaic versions at this point. In 11Q10 we see that although the 3rd masc. sin¬
gular subject is made clear by the inflected verb form (3m 'and he gave') the translator
has not explicitly expressed the divine name as is the case in both the Hebrew text and
llQlO's fellow Aramaic translations. Similarly, instead of representing the second oc¬
currence ofDTK with the full proper noun in Aramaic as in the Syriac and targumic ver¬
sions, the translator of 11Q10 instead opts to refer to Job pronominally <rri7). Although
formally this is in fact a substitution rather than an omission it nevertheless stems from
the same motivation: the elimination of repetition because of its perceived superfluous-
ness.
The English translation provided by the NIV sheds further light on the Qumran
text's treatment of the Hebrew. First, although the translation in its case involves He¬
brew to English rather than Hebrew to Aramaic, we see that, as with 11Q10, the second
occurrence of the tetragrammaton is not represented in its translation (the LORD made
him prosperous again and ( ) gave him...). Those responsible for the NIV have,
like the translator of the Qumran text, preferred the economy of pronominal reference to
an explicit rendering of the proper noun 'Job'. As we have no reason to doubt that the
NIV translators were working from the MT here, this parallel approach to translating the
Hebrew suggests that despite the substantial linguistic differences between Aramaic and
English, both have preferred economy of reference to the explicit repetition for which
• 11A
the Hebrew text is famedA
274
Additionally, the fact that the NIV is presumably translating from the MT undermines, to some extent,
the necessity of positing an alternate Vorlage as the cause for the Qumran translation's divergence.
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Summary of Unique Omissions in 11Q10
Sometimes the main reason for supposing that a minus has occurred in the text of
11Q10 is, as we have seen, simply the apparent lack of space sufficient to contain even a
word-for-word rendering of the source text. While the analysis of such apparent textual
minuses is not without its problems, possible causes for such minuses include textual
error, euphemism, or an element missing from 1 IQIO's variant Hebrew Vorlage. In any
case, any such conclusions are necessarily tentative due to the fact that the textual minus
is simply inferred from a lack of space.
The situation is marginally more clear when it seems that a particular element in
the MT has not been represented in a corresponding order in the Aramaic translation
provided by 11Q10. In fact, were it safe to assume that the Qumran translation repro¬
duces the word order of the MT in all cases, the evident lack of such Aramaic equiva¬
lents would provide us with clear cases of material omitted in translation. In the case of
11Q10, however, we do not have access to the text now lost in the lacuna and therefore
it remains uncertain whether we are dealing with a case of an outright minus or rather
simply a dislocation in a re-ordered Aramaic translation. In explaining these apparent
minuses, the possibility of a copyist's error in transcribing the Aramaic text which may
have preceded our copy of 11Q10 may be added to the catalogue of possibilities already
mentioned.
The analysis ofmore certain instances of a textual minus is nevertheless compli¬
cated by the difficulty involved in an assessment of the underlying causes. In some
cases, these deficiencies in the Qumran translation seem to be related to the fact that the
translator has struggled to understand the text. Whether the translator's struggles are
due to the inadequacies of the text as opposed to a lack of Hebrew proficiency is a very
difficult question to answer satisfactorily. However, the enduring challenges offered by
the Hebrew text of Job caution us against drawing the conclusion that the Qumran
translator's understanding of Hebrew was particularly deficient. Unlike some of the mi¬
nuses whose existence, let alone motivation, is less clear, instances of omission related
to textual difficulties seem to find some correspondence in P-Job (29:7; 34:13) not in
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terms of the mode of representation (P-Job = substitution) but in terms of their common
awareness of, and response to, unusual or irregular textual phenomena. The translator of
RtgJob on the other hand, whether more able to cope with Hebrew textual problems or
satisfied to pass over them, appears to follow the Hebrew text more closely.
It is quite clear that on some occasions in 11Q10, a textual minus has arisen un¬
der the influence of a prior translation decision. In other words, the omission of an ele¬
ment seems to follow as a result of the translator's attempt to provide an idiomatic ex¬
pression in light of his previous adjustment of the source text. The general impression
suggested by these examples is that in 11Q10, certain elements may be sacrificed in the
translation process for the sake of idiomatic fluency.
The topic of idiomatic fluency leads directly to a final category of minuses de¬
tected in 11Q10. In these examples, it is again a concern for an acceptable and intelligi¬
ble Aramaic target text which seems to lie behind the omission of certain elements pres¬
ent in the Hebrew source text and preserved to various degrees in the other Aramaic
translations. That is, it seems to be the very reconstitution of the Hebrew text into Ara¬
maic which has led to the textual minus, rather than discernible local or immediate tex¬
tual concerns. The reconstitution of the source text into Aramaic involves both linguis¬
tic and stylistic adaptation. In terms of these categories, elements are apparently omitted
because they are perceived by the translator as either not required [i.e. stylistic-poetic
constraint] or not permitted [i.e. properly linguistic constraint] by the form of Aramaic
into which the translation is being made.
Several considerations in the present context, however, mean that any line which
may be drawn between linguistic and stylistic constraints should not be considered a
hard or fast one. While it is apparent that a modification is broadly linguistic/stylistic in
nature, we must at times be satisfied with locating a given adaptation somewhere on a
continuum between the stylistic and the linguistic. While a few cases of omission are
probably related to properly linguistic constraints which necessarily constrain the trans¬
lator, most of these omissions fall into the category of stylistic modifications which are
intimately bound up with an assessment of the co-text. In particular, several examples
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of omission seem to stem from the translator's perception that a given element in his
Hebrew source text is stylistically superfluous. These instances clearly show that the
stylistic constraint of economy of expression has in this case overridden the translator's




Unlike the situation with respect to the Qumran Aramaic translation, consider¬
able scholarly attention has been given to the phenomenon of textual deficiency in the
Syriac version of Job. It is now more than a hundred years since Mandl provided a sim¬
ple list of instances where he understood the Syriac translator to have omitted either a
character or a word in his production of the Peshitta of Job.275 E. Dhorme, in his com¬
mentary on Job, also provided such a list but it was H. Szpek's study of P-Job which
first examined in a systematic way the omission ofmaterial in P-Job's translation of the
Hebrew.276 Although the scope and structure of her study did not afford Szpek the lux¬
ury of including examples of all the instances of omission assessed in the course of her
study, she did classify omissions in P-Job under four main categories of analysis: gram-
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mar, syntax, semantics, and style. Further discussion of Szpek's assessment of P-Job
is taken up at the conclusion of this study in the hope that a comparative look at the
Aramaic versions will shed light both on Szpek's own analysis of P-Job and the relation¬
ship between the Aramaic translations themselves.278
As we have seen in the previous chapter, the analysis of omission in the Qumran
text is complicated by the fragmentary state of the MS. In the case of the Syriac version,
however, we are provided with an essentially whole text which, by and large, represents
277
A. Mandl, Die Peschitta zum Hiob (Leipzig: 1892) 25-6.
270 E. Dhorme, A Commentaiy on the Book ofJob (H. Knight, transl.) (London: Nelson, 1967) ccxviii;
H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 260-6.
277H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 31-32 similarly draws distinctions between different units of
translation such as morphemes, words, phrases, clauses and sentences.
278 H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 144 suggests that in terms of semantics at least, the
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a complete Aramaic translation of the Hebrew book of Job. As a result, in dealing with
P-Job, the question ofwhether or not material has in fact been omitted in the Syriac ver¬
sion, or has simply been lost as a result of the degradation of the manuscript is not one
which requires the same attention. If, however, this particular element of uncertainty is
removed from the analysis with respect to P-Job, the specific reasons for an element in
the Hebrew text going unrepresented in the Syriac version of Job are not necessarily
more obvious than was the case with the Qumran translation. We see this in the first
example, drawn from the Syriac rendering of Job 22:3:
=?pD-n nnms srea-aio *3 nw'*? rDnn 22:3' iv t : /•• - 1 - v • : ' at : • _i- : i vJr» -
-jm°N[ ] vi,2i<nbj>6 iiqio
:"jnrmK wbtin ana poo pw 'orn dtim 'Hgfo rra Kpoi?n Rtgjob
^ rOLi^ci ( ) P-Job
Is it any pleasure to the Almighty if you are righteous, or is it gain to him if you make your ways
blameless? RSV
While the Qumran translation of Job 22:3 is only partially preserved, the fact that
11Q10 appears to render the MT divine name "Hty here with 279 suggests that at
least part of the first half of verse 3 has been provided with an Aramaic equivalent.
Whatever the case with respect to the Qumran text, it does appear that the translator of
the Syriac version has omitted the first half of the verse in his rendering. Apart from the
latter supplementary phrase (uykW>.i ^ 'out of fear')280 the translation provided by P-
numerous omissions found in P-Job find no parallel in RtgJob.
21" This same equivalent is also chosen by the Qumran translator at 22:17. At 34:12 a form of is
used, while at 17:13b, this divine name is represented by a suffix attached to a preposition. For the Syriac
translators representation of (VmAn? 13x) in Job see H.M. Szpek, 'An Observation on the Peshitta's
Translation of SDY in Job' VT47 [4] (1997) 550-553.
280 The overall length of the Syriac translation approaches that of the Hebrew source text because P-Job
has included its rendering of the beginning ofMT 22:4 QntfTfrH) adding uxdrAu.i ^ 'out of fear' at the
end of verse 3 in the Syriac (See G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 177).
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Job: v\&ix,ic\r< rij^jo 'and what gain is it for you to perfect your
ways' corresponds quite closely to the Hebrew text of 22:3b. While Baumann simply
notes the omission of 22:3a without reference to possible causes, Szpek reflects on pos-
9R1
sible motivations for the deficiency here. In the first instance she notes that the omis¬
sion of 22:3a may have resulted from the translator's perception that its statement re¬
garding the deity was in some way objectionable.282 Szpek appears to reject this expla¬
nation noting that '.. .the subject matter is no harsher than other statements about God in
the text of Job.' In addition, she later includes 22:3 amongst the passages cited as
lacking in P-Job due to translator error.283 Later in a discussion of 'significant parallels'
between the Greek and Syriac translations, Szpek also notes that the LXX too lacks a
representation of Job 22:3a.284 Whether intending to or not, Szpek's analysis of P-Job's
omission of 22:3 amply illustrates that, as was the case with the Qumran translation, the
reasons for a given deficiency in P-Job may be less than transparent. Was it an error on
the part of the translator which led to this omission or was the error during the transmis¬
sion of his (and perhaps the LXX's) Vorlagel Or was Szpek right in the first place to
assume that it was a theological 'problem' which led the translator to omit this first por¬
tion of 22:3? The answer is by no means clear, even if the lack of a Syriac representa¬
tion of the Hebrew is relatively obvious.
Similarly in P-Job's translation of 39:10, we see that the Syriac translator has not
provided an equivalent for each element of the Hebrew text.
281 E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita zum Buche Ijob fur die Textkritik' (1899) 39; A. Mandl, Die
Peschitta zum Hiob, 26 also notes an omission in 22:3 but fails to specify that it is only a portion of the
verse which lacks representation in P-Job.
282 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 162.
283 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 167 n.88.
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•T^nK □,'j?Di7 ■n&p-ox vn"ni7 □Vjrp Qn-i^nn 39:10
ginx nvpd.h [-n]ovi mqn (Xox"i/?)ficDpnn hqio
rr^w*n xobra orn mtoprn /-i^wn^srx Rtgjob
qirnqy xnwbi -ncr fx
riixa ta.io -r^L. i.l cnAxo A N rCt^-l iu^ TCDr^ r&A.I P-Job
( ) r^i^\r£n
Can you bind him in the furrow with ropes, or will he harrow the valleys after you? RSV
G. Rignell may be right in suggesting that P-Job's paraphrastic translation of
MT D'jpOJ? 'valleys' with t<nm\ re-r^re^ 'a difficult place' is based on a reading of pQV
as 'unsearchable (i.e., difficult)' (Is. 33:19, Ezek 3:5,6). But if this is the case, it is hard
to see why the more straight-forward meaning of the term was not read.285 Whatever the
reasons for this modification, it seems clear that the translator has not provided an
equivalent for the final prepositional phrase which is preserved in the Hebrew text
OP,10^) and translated by the other Aramaic versions ( 11Q10 -p"inX286/ RtgJob
-pnn-[Q). Although E. Baumann notes this omission, he suggests that this deficiency
and the divergent translation already discussed rc-r^r^ is an unlikely Syriac ren¬
dering and proposes instead that the present text is an inner-Syriac corruption from
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While Baumann presents a plausible argument for the corruption of
reoi*jo_5. to Szpek in her analysis of the passage remains unconvinced.288
284
H. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Septuagint on the Peshitta', 257.
285 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 332 also suggests the possibility that the translator misread
samekh for mem (which presumably led to the reading of Where pDV is elsewhere translated by
the Aramaic versions of Job (39:21) RtgJob and 11Q10 translate as they do here, while P-Job renders with
the cognate
286 Editio princeps, 74; ATQ, 63 and J. Fitzmyer, and D.J. Harrington, (eds.) A Manual ofPalestinian
Aramaic Texts, 40; F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 156 read only the resh and final kaph clearly.
287 E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1899) 47.
288 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 168 without explicit reference to Baumann's discussion com-
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Here again we have a case of an element being omitted (or apparently omitted) in the
Syriac translation, but the nature of the text leaves us to surmise why such an element of
the text is lacking.
Again in 21:4 we encounter a Syriac text which is deficient when compared to its
supposed Hebrew source text:
^rm yna-oxi TTto cm*? "oiiKn 21:4
i. • - - • : a• • jt t : t v
[ ]n *6 "isk riK 11Q10
rmn /p^vnn/pvnn *6 pit: pai rte wmnb mnn Rtgjob
rfn.sir<Jt_l i-i\ t»r<r P-Job
As for me, [is] my complaint to man? and if [it were so], why should not my spirit be troubled? AV
As for me, is my complaint addressed to mortals? Why should I not be impatient? NRSV
The unusual element in the Hebrew of 21:4 is the elliptical conditional MT formation
27HQ~QK'] 'and if [that is so], why...'.289 In place of this, the Qumran translation pro¬
vides an affirmative declaration 12N "HK, 'behold/surely, then...[my spirit] shall not [be
impatient?]'290 Assuming that the remainder of llQlO's translation followed the MT,
this modification has the effect of eliminating the interrogative in favour of a pious as¬
sertion which reflects rather better on the character and figure of Job. While RtgJob pre¬
sents Aramaic equivalents for all the elements of the MT, P-Job, like 11Q10, introduces
modifications into its translation. The Syriac translator handles the Hebrew text in a dif-
ments: 'Do we suggest a different Vorlagel a sloppy or sleepy-eyed copyist? In cases such as this no an¬
swer at present may be the best answer.' See M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old Testament,
292-300 for the few instances where Weitzman has favoured an emendation of the Syriac text on the basis
of a comparison with the MT.
289 See M. Pope, Job: Introduction, Translation, and Notes [3rd ed.] (New York: Doubleday, 1979) 157.
290 As read by ATQ, 17; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 35; E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten,
11; B. Jongeling, Een Aramees boekJob, 45; B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 145. The
standard rendering of Hebrew DN here with in RtgJob is paralleled in the other two versions (P-Job
11Q10 ]H) at 27:4, 27:14, 31:13, 31:16, 37:13, 38:4.
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ferent fashion, apparently ignoring both the conditional particle and the negative291 and
instead forming what appears to be a type of indirect rhetorical question 'why
[should] my spirit be impatient?'. The translator's omission of the awkward DX may be
explained as an adaptation of a difficult text (see the differing English versions offered
by AV and NRSV above) but the omission of the negative produces a translation which
would seem to parallel that of the Qumran translation in terms ofmeaning.292 The modi¬
fied rhetorical question in the Syriac ('Why should my spirit be impatient/troubled?)
would seem to have much the same meaning as the apparent assertion in 11Q10, despite
the fact that the manner in which the translators have achieved their ends is quite differ¬
ent (substitution vs. omission).293 The preservation of Job's reputation may be a factor
in the translator's omission here, but it is also important to note that the unusual Hebrew
construction and resulting omission of the conditional particle DX may have also played
a part in P-Job's adaptation of the Syriac text. One or more of these factors (perhaps in
combination) will probably have contributed to the omission here but in this situation,
the isolation ofprimary or sole motivation proves difficult.
As may be seen below, an even smaller element of the Hebrew text has gone
missing in P-Job's translation of Job 38:8,
291 As noted by A. Mandl, Die Peschitta zum Hiob, 26; E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita',
(1899) 307.
292
R.P. Gordon, '"Converse Translation" in the Targums and Beyond' JSP 19 (1999) 3-21 provides ex¬
amples of converse translation [i.e., contradictive rendition] (some involving omission of the negative) in
the Peshitta and in the LXX and concludes that converse translation as found in the targums '.. .exists in
healthy proportions in the other ancient versions and cannot be dismissed as a product of early, crude
approaches to Targumizing' (19).
293 The similarity between 11Q10 and P-Job here has also been noted by B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of
Translation, 146 n.47. See H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 203- 211 for discussion of P-Job's ren¬
dering of interrogatives.
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arna Yfma a* a*nyra •nosi 3s:s
I" •• v/v •• • : AT *J— T : • I vJT-
xxx, 7 aamn am p nmm[n]nw :nonn hqio
rrnrm arr nnoi bbui Rtgjob
tpisr xam poo aainn p
,ri°irrfo n.x^K'ci ,r<^x. ^ti»( ) tN^dci P-Job
Who shut up the sea behind doors when it burst forth from the womb, NIV
Or who shut in the sea with doors, when it burst forth from the womb; RSV
While the general meaning of the Hebrew seems relatively straightforward, the differ¬
ence between the two English versions ('behind'[NIV], 'with' [RSV]) in rendering the
preposition -D, suggests the possibility that the perceived ambiguity of this element may
have triggered a reaction in one of the Aramaic versions. Both 11Q10 and RtgJob pro¬
vide the expected renderings of the Hebrew text, with both texts representing the prepo¬
sition with the Aramaic cognate.294 The Peshitta translation on the other hand does not
appear to provide a Syriac equivalent for the preposition with the result that its equiva¬
lents for CP 0,JD<n appear in construct in the Syriac (re=n_. ^ib). While in the Hebrew
text (and likewise in 11Q10 and RtgJob) the doors are the means by which the sea is
shut in or closed up, in the Syriac translation the lack of preposition means that it is 'the
doors of the sea' (r<sa, ^ih\) themselves which are closed up tight. G. Rignell suggests
that the translator has simply ignored the preposition in his rendering of the text into Sy¬
riac, but the question of why this preposition has been ignored by the translator is not
necessarily clear. It is true that 'to close (something) with doors' is a rather exceptional
2,4 The Qumran text presents the noun in its plural absolute form while the Rabbinic Targum pres¬
ents an emphatic plural form K^EHD. as noted by R. Weiss, DTK IDDb W1KP DJinn, 139 and C. Man-
gan, The Targum to Job, 82. While the RtgJob MS tradition preserves numerous variants to this reading
(e.g. &PEH "ID [D] bPCPPD) these seem to be quite obviously related to inner-targumic corruption based
on confusion of characters. In any case the variant texts also preserve an Aramaic element for each corre¬
sponding element in the Hebrew text. For complete variant citations see critical apparatus ofD.M. Stec,
The Text of the Targum ofJob, 268.
102
expression in the Hebrew Bible in comparison with the more common (nVr+TtO 'to
90S
close door(s)' ) but the Hebrew text here does nevertheless seem to make reasonable
sense and does not appear to require modification. While this may simply be an error on
the part of the Syriac translator it is also possible that it is instead an error in the co-text
which has led to the loss of the preposition for several commentators see the translator of
P-Job here as taking the dual ending ofD'TlTS (followed by CP) as a dittography in the
Hebrew text and adjusting the translation accordingly so that its rendering of 'doors'
would be in construct with 'the sea'. This modification would then lead to the otherwise
unexpected omission of the preposition as meaningless (i.e., 'he shut [with] the doors of
the sea'?) in the new Syriac translation296 Here again, we see that an element has been
omitted in P-Job but also that the cause of the deficiency is not altogether clear.
n'naisms xi'nx inxx&m TOT irr-'o 23:3
it : - t a** t : v : : — t m-* • i •
rrn»-)nK[ ] vua,4 [nnpgftn vim toba 11010
tpk TrnstfwrnrotfKi vim mrr p Rtgjob
trrenpiirrva 1no "is?
.(tl=3^\a^na r<^d.ta. oct) ««-n v^nf ( ) in \ ^,1 P-Job
Oh, that I knew where I might find him, that I might come even to his dwelling! NRSV
The Hebrew idiom expressing a wish 'Would that [lit. who would allow
that]' occurs frequently in Job and although it is rendered with a variety of Aramaic ex¬
pressions by the translators of RtgJob and P-Job, this verse is unfortunately the only one
preserved by all three versions. The Qumran translator's treatment of this idiom in¬
volves the substitution of a non-verbal Aramaic equivalent which has close par¬
allels in the Hebrew of Job (e.g. 6:2). While the Rabbinic targumist often provides a lit-
295
E.g. Ju.3:23; 2 Kgs. 4:4, 5, 33; Isa. 26:20; Mai. 1:10; Qoh. 12:4.
296 A. Mandl, Die Peschitta zum Hiob, 29. E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 273; E.
Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob, 577.
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eral equivalent of the Hebrew idiom,297 here at 23:3 and later on at 31:31, this translator
provides an interpretative rendering that appears to diverge from the MT:
"HIT ('Who would decree that I should know...?'). The Syriac translator too
represents the Hebrew idiom, supplying in its place a common Syriac equivalent
i .tai ^ 'Would that...' which is also supplied on numerous occasions elsewhere
9QR
in P-Job. It is, however, not the Syriac's version of the Hebrew idiom which con¬
cerns us here but the fact that an equivalent for the following verbal form (,fi}7T) is ap¬
parently not to be found in the Syriac text. The translator does make an attempt to rep¬
resent 'that I might find him...' through the provision of k™ ,.-vvm299 but
the preceding verb is omitted and the parallelism of the Hebrew is eliminated in the
translator's contraction of the two halves of the verse into a single sentence ('Would that
I was able to come to his place'). It is difficult to know for certain why this verb has
gone missing in the Syriac. Driver and Gray point out that the Hebrew text is unusual in
its conjunction of this Hebrew idiom with a perfect verb form, and thus it may be that
the Syriac translator has had difficulty with his source text.3 0 However, the Syriac
translator's treatment of 19:23 Ob?? TDK JFW??) 'Would that therefore my
words were written down' in a similar fashion... ,cim t-i v may
suggest that the rephrasing of this idiom into Syriac has played a part in the modifica¬
tion. The possibility that the form may have been lacking in the Syriac translator's
Vorlage is also raised by the fact that 'pVT is also missing in Kennicott MS 25 3.301
297
At 11:5 and 14:4 |n? is supplied by the targumist while 3!T ]B is provided at 6:8, 13:5 19:23 (2x),
38:36).
298
E.g. 11:5, 13:5, 19:23, 23:3, 29:2; The more literal AAu ^ is also utilised at 6:8 and 14:4.
299 P-Job has rendered the MT verb form (injjtXIJN) with a (ptcp + enclitic) compound verb tense
(lit. 'I was able') which is often used in Syriac in sentences which possess a hypothetical or irreal
condition. See T. Muraoka, Classical Syriac: A Basic Grammar (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 1997)
§86.
300 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 160.
301 On the other hand, the omission in the Hebrew manuscript may merely attest to the fact that the trans¬
lator of P-Job is not the only reader to have found its presence to be incongruous. E. Baumann, 'Ver-
wendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 179 corrects Mandl's erroneous suggestion (26) that it is NIDX which has
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Despite the clear indications then that the form is missing in the Syriac, we are left with
a plurality of factors which may singly or in some combination explain its absence.
In 28:26 it is again the preposition -3 which has not found representation in the
Syriac translation of the Hebrew.
;nYVp DTD1? ^171 Vp TDftY vntiwa 28:26
xiii> 8 [— 11Q10
wbpn jmn Ttnb -f^rrDi KDTn K-ICDO1? m-oron Rtgiob
r^Vo.l r6tl uA r^utOr^O r<tCDCU5nJ ->-■ v (_) P-Job
when he made a decree for the rain, and a way for the lightning of the thunder; RSV
While the other Aramaic versions preserve the temporal clause through the retention of
the infinitive construct, the Syriac translator appears to omit the preposition beth and
instead supply a finite verb (4-. s). Although some adjustment of verbal forms is ex¬
pected when Hebrew is rendered into Syriac, the omission of the temporal element is
one which is neither expected nor necessary from a linguistic point of view.302 How
then can the omission of the temporal conjunction at this point in P-Job be best ex¬
plained? The omission of the conjunction may have something to do with the fact that
the Syriac translator has begun his translation of each of the three previous verses (vv.
23, 24, 25) with a conjunction and has therefore been inclined to resist beginning this
303
verse with the conjunction attested in the Hebrew. Alternatively, this omission may
simply result from an indefinable stylistic preference which is dependent on this par¬
ticular context. In short while the lack of a temporal conjunction in P-Job is obvious
been omitted. Baumann seems to attribute the genuine omission to its absence in the underlying Hebrew
text—removed there in order to relieve an 'overloaded and difficult' Hebrew text.
302 See H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 80-83 for a detailed examination of Syriac and Hebrew verbal
correspondences in Job. In 29:7 and 38:9 where the Hebrew also presents the Syriac translator with initial
infinitive construct forms, P-Job provides 'when' before finite forms of the verb.
303 28:23 .7 (=MT 0), 28:24 .7 (=MT 'O), 28:25 7 (=MT-3).
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(versus its preservation in its sister Aramaic versions) we are left with little means for
deducing the cause of the deficiency.304
While the preceding examples of omission in P-Job have all involved relatively
small portions of the Hebrew text, there are also instances where larger units (i.e.,
versefs]) are apparently omitted in the Syriac version of Job. For example, although the
Qumran translation's rendering of Job 30:3-4 is fragmentary it is apparent nevertheless
that the translator of the text has attempted to make sense of the textual material lying
between verses 2 and 5 of chapter 30.305 The Rabbinic targum, for its part, also in¬
cludes complete translations of the verses in chapter 30, but when we turn to the Syriac
version, we see that the Peshitta of Job does not preserve a rendering of 30:3-5a.306 If
the deficiency is clear enough, there is little scholarly consensus regarding the reasons
for it. M. Weitzman suggests that these omissions result from the translator's abdication
of his responsibility because of the difficulty of the Hebrew material before him.307 It is
true that these verses do contain some rare botanical terminology and pose more than
their fair share of thorny interpretative questions,308 but Rignell remains unconvinced
that the Syriac translator has omitted these verses because of their difficulty when other
equally difficult verses are readily translated.309 Instead he appears to attribute their
omission to an earlier copy of the Syriac text which has been damaged at some point. H.
Szpek, noting that verses are also omitted in chapter 41 in close proximity to one another
304 In 31:28, P-Job's failure to represent Heb. bVp?? 'on high' in its translation is noted by A. Mandl, Die
Peschitta zum Hiob, 26 and E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 195. Presumably because
all other occurrences of this Hebrew form in Job have been rendered proximately by the Syriac translator,
H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 167 suggests that its omission here stems from an error on the part of
the translator. Error may be the cause of the deficiency here but lacking any contextual grounds for such
an assumption, it may be safest to simply admit our uncertainty.
305E.g. 30:3: niZi^bfl...] xv, 8 [....] pT *017 pin fS[D31...] xv, 7 and 30:4: [... )fnar6 °f[...] xv, 9
[... n xv, 8.
306
A. Mandl, Die Peschitta zum Hiob, 26 notes the absence of these two verses but does not offer an ex¬
planation for their absence.
307
M.P. Weitzman, 'The Interpretive Character of the Syriac Old Testament' in M. Saebo (ed.) Hebrew
Bible/Old Testament: the history of its interpretation 1 pt. 1 (Gottingen : Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996)
393 and again in M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old Testament, 45.
308 See S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (I), 252-53; M. Pope, Job, 219-220.
309 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 234.
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(v.21a, 22-24a) also suggests that it is probable that here the lacunae of a previously
damaged text were translated unwittingly by a copyist.310 While there is no doubt that
Syriac material corresponding to the Hebrew verses is lacking then, it is equally clear
that damage to a manuscript, erroneous omission, or a difficult text may all be plausibly
advanced as causes for its absence.
The possibility that the Syriac translator has been dissuaded from providing a
translation because the material mentioned above was beyond his decipherment leads us
to consider other examples which seem to suggest that an omission is related to a per¬
ceived textual difficulty or challenge. Again as was the case with the Qumran transla¬
tion, the key is the Syriac translator's perception of difficulty rather than textual impos¬
sibilities or improbabilities in any absolute sense.
nrvp riif? tpYi 'n^n 38:251 ' - > v v : at t : > vjv ~ j- • 1 •
pbbp pnvb mai pr srro*? xxxi. 3 Ml# p 11Q10
linnapi toa •arnn Kainnn gpats pa Rtgjob
:wbpnw pna jnnan ^b xb^b xbn
v\nQ r<fovu rfacna ( ) P-Job
Who hath divided a watercourse for the overflowing of waters, or a way for the lightning of thun¬
der; AV
Who cuts a channel for the torrents of rain, and a path for the thunderstorm, NIV
While P-Job does not appear to preserve a rendering of 38:25a, RtgJob and the
Qumran text do attempt to make sense of the first portion of this verse.3" In fact, it is
these translations which may shed light on the reason for the Syriac text's deficiency.
As we have seen in the previous example, some have considered it likely that the Syriac
translator has simply failed to translate material which presented insurmountable prob-
310 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 162.
311 E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 273 unconvincingly attributes the omission of this
half-verse in P-Job to a deficient Vorlage.
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lems of comprehension. What suggests that this may be the case here in 38:25? The
main source of difficulty for the Aramaic translators seems to have been nbi?n. Of its
occurrences in the Hebrew bible, only here is JlViin 'conduit/watercourse' used in a
figurative sense. Elsewhere it is used with reference to channels dug into the earth (e.g.
312
irrigation canals) and the difficulty or obscurity of this usage here has led to differing
treatment at the hands of the respective Aramaic translators. For its translation of nb^D,
11Q10 provides |QT 'time'. When combined with llQlO's translation of the initial verb
of the verse with XW2? '(who) set/established', this modification results in a rendering
which corresponds only generally to the MT and is heavily reliant on the context ('Who
establishes a time for the rain')313 The translation of RtgJob also shows signs that
38:25a and ilbvn in particular has proven problematic. The occurrence of nbyn in the
context of precipitation rather than earthly canals seemingly acts as a trigger, prompting
the translator to reinterpret this unusual usage: 'Who assigns channels for the flood of
the deep so that part of them should not be higher (Xb^b). While RtgJob's expansion
of the verse radically alters the meaning of the translation, nV^n does nevertheless re¬
ceive representation in the form of tfl?",P£?.314 In light of the above observations regard¬
ing the treatment of 38:25a in RtgJob and 11Q10, it is perhaps not surprising that some
have attributed the evident lack of a rendering in the Syriac to the challenges presented
in this portion of text.315 If this is indeed the case, we see that the respective Aramaic
versions have resorted to different approaches when encountering the same textual
'problem'. 11Q10 has opted to provide a divergent translation which involves substitu¬
tions based on the context. RtgJob supplies equivalents for each element of the Hebrew
3,2 See e.g. Ezek 31:4; 2 Kgs. 18:17; Is. 36:2; IK 18:32, 35, 38.
313 F. Martinez et at., Qumran Cave 11, 154 suggest the possibility that the translator has modified his
translation as a result of an objection to the Hebrew, however what this objection might be is not clarified.
314 This correspondence is suggested both by the fact that nViin and are apparently related to
nVv and by the inclusion of in 38:25 T2 which otherwise bears little resemblance to Tl. See C.
Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 85.
315 M.P. Weitzman, 'The Interpretive Character', 393.
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but chooses to supplement the translation with explanatory material. P-Job's response,
if Weitzman is correct in his assessment, has been not to substitute or add but simply
omit this passage on account of its irregularity.
rfti*? hTttrn XD31? vrl? inr-x'1? 36m
it ; • - - VT /•• • - A** • — /• T : v : /T •• . — . /— : • i
|iot pmb vnrr [...] hqio
^dtd bv nnra1? anpn dd htp ap'ns pwir *6 Rtgjob
iproriDi prnnwpinn'n amrta
.KG rrvtajs A \ r^A^(_) _3^\CL^3 ,|CT3CLLiA p.To ^ n<n . .1 \ t \ V -t .\^ P-Job
"n\ ■>. \ -?X.
He does not withdraw his eyes from the righteous, but with kings upon the throne he sets them
for ever, and they are exalted. RSV
The RSV's English translation of 36:7 reveals the difficulty perceived by many
commentators in the Hebrew text: 'and he sits/sets them' seems to be related to the
preceding clause (with kings) despite the occurrence of the wave.316 While this particular
syntactic irregularity gives rise to numerous modifications on the part of the Aramaic
translators, it is the Syriac translator's unrelated omission of an equivalent of the Hebrew
317
preposition DX which is ofparticular interest here. It appears that this preposition in MT
□"OVErnX 'with kings' has apparently been read as the nota accusativi by the Syriac
translator and consequently omitted in his translation (r^ic^ A_v r^-A-7(_) 'he sets
318*
kings upon the throne'). This understanding of P-Job's omission is reinforced by the
316
R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 414 attributes this irregularity to the metrical requirements of the poet. For
other examples of this unusual appearance of the waw, see S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob
(II) 274.
317 While P-Job and 1 IQIO's omission of the suffix in translating 'and he sits them' is dealt with
below, the textual dislocation evident in both versions' renderings is taken up in chapter 9 ad loc.
318 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 299 (P-Job); This misapprehension on the part of the Sy¬
riac translator is rather surprising for the lack ofA before suggests that P-Job did understand the
indefinite reference (i.e., kings vs. 'the kings') intended by the Hebrew. For Syriac marking of the object
see T. Noldeke, Kurzgefasste Syrische Grammatik (Leipzig: 1898) § 287.
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Qumran translator's own apparent treatment of the element in question. 11Q10 prefixes its
rendering of 'kings' (] with b which serves to mark it as the object.319 It seems that
both Aramaic translators have erroneously read the preposition as the direct object marker,
and, while the Qumran translator has provided a substitution the Syriac translator has
omitted a representation of it in his rendering. Unlike his counterparts, the translator of
RtgJob is not fooled by the ambiguity of the Hebrew form and appropriately translates with
DP.320
In P-Job's version of 37:17 it is a pronoun—more specifically a relative pronoun—
which seems to prove problematic for the Syriac translator.
■n\;-np fiK trfon 37:17
"|Ehn^ n HQIO
tKomo Ksna -ptfo "D -f&mb n Rtgjob
^ r<?\ Y^\C1 .^nyiiil cry. TCI-i\ ( ) P-Job
vou whose garments are hot when the earth is still because of the south wind? RSV
Driver and Gray assess the Hebrew construction at the beginning of Job 37:17 as '...a
pronoun of the 2nd person being the supplement of "IIPX.321 While this understanding and
the resulting translation ('you whose garments...') is reflected in the English translation
adopted by the RSV, other interpretations are possible.322 Whatever the correct under-
319 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 188; ATQ, 51; F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 141; Other ex¬
amples of 1 IQIO's use of lamedh to mark the object include 29:12, 40:6 and probably 32:12.
320
Ambiguity may also be the cause of the omission of a suffix in P-Job's translation ofMT 'jpn at 38:10.
The form is difficult and assessments of the significance of the final yodh have varied. (See M. Pope, Job,
294 and S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 300). A difficulty with the text may also be be¬
hind the omission of a suffix in 34:29. There, in struggling to come to grips with an awkward Hebrew text,
(:7IT ITTtZb ">p) the Syriac translator has apparently opted to omit the 3rd masc. sg.
suffix on the verbal form fUbW') as part of his restructured translation:
(.r^.lcrxxr^ r<x_lrf i-i\ OrrT r&n \ \ n-iv CU^a).
321 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 294 support this understanding by referring to a
similar construction in Hos. 14:4.
322 It may be that the pronoun here is to be understood as 'dann, wenn' as suggested by B. Duhm, Das
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standing, this form has clearly prompted the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job respectively
to clarify what they have also perceived as a textual difficulty.323 The Qumran translator
has provided the Aramaic conjunction "h bmpl 'since/because' in order to more
clearly delineate the syntactic relationship with the preceding material.324 The translator
of P-Job has apparently also sensed this same obscurity in the Hebrew but has chosen
instead to not represent this element in his Syriac translation. Here then, we have an¬
other example of the Syriac translator responding to a 'problem' in the text by simply
omitting the element involved while the Qumran translator reacts differently to the same
problem and RtgJob follows the MT precisely.326
Vs im'VianrG •nsnnfr m'2DD Rim 37:12
\ —at T: T : —: —r~ Li** - : • • : < :
:mriK )>nn im
T : IT _!*• •• \" : — ; /v
prpmns?1? pbtki nb jiroer -iok kim hqio
bnn muk by }inpsr k-q m by by xxix, 3
KsnKn mis xnbzxb mrorra pans Knspoin Kim Rtgjob
:Ksdkb Snn mK~by pnpsn nnK inn pnmi pm"mm
A,(_)y-ir»i*73(_) (_)x=3_^iA cicrao P-Job
• CTLi-ir^ A « —1 Av viiK' A v ^OcnA .uxa.l
They turn round and round by hjs guidance, to accomplish ( ) all that he commands them on
the face of the habitable world. RSV
Buck Hiob [Marti (ed.) Kurzer Handcommentar zum AT] (1897) 178 whereas the RV translators prefer
'('do you know' v. 16) how thy garments are warm?'
323 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 74 also concludes that it is the ambiguity of the pronoun here
which has led to its omission.
324 See M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 145 for discussion of the significance of this Aramaic conjunc¬
tion in terms of the history of Aramaic.
_cpouJ ( ) 'your garments are/will be hot'.
326 While the fragmentary state of 1 lQlO's translation prevents a genuine synoptic comparison of the
Aramaic versions of 29:25, it appears that all three translators may have had difficulty with the Hebrew
clause ttbfl pjyx 'I sat [as] chief. This seems the most likely explanation for P-Job's rendering of the
verbal form with u^ciaror^ pttiX) and failure to provide an equivalent for CK~1. H.M. Szpek, Translation
Technique, 166-7 seems to equivocate on the cause of this omission, including it under both 'intra-verse
influence' and 'error' categories.
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Although the Aramaic versions' treatment of Job 37:12 has already been dis¬
cussed in connection with 1 lQlO's omission of PUTIN, here our focus is TTlVonrQ327—at : it jt : — :
phrase at the very heart of a passage which has clearly proven challenging for its Ara¬
maic translators. The greatest modification of the passage is wrought by the Qumran
translator whose Aramaic rendering of v. 12a as a whole is so unlike the Hebrew that it
can only be described as a paraphrase: 'And he says, let them hear (i.e., obey) him and
they go... .'328 Both P-Job and RtgJob's translations are formally closer to the Hebrew
in the sense that they tend to more faithfully represent each element of the source text in
translation. Although RtgJob's interpretation of the verse is perhaps at variance with
modern understandings of verse 12a,329 the targumist's rendering of Tjn'bianrQ with
riTlftOrD formally preserves each element of the Hebrew text.330 The Syriac translator
seems also to have attempted to render the Hebrew text to the best of his ability but his
version differs from the targumist in that the Peshitta shows a transposition of the infini¬
tive phrase A-v-rA) to a location preceding the rendering of TjnVianna.331 Alongside,
and no doubt related to, this restructuring, P-Job seems to have understood the basic
meaning of the difficult Hebrew VjTlVianrQ but has included neither the prefixed prepo¬
sition nor the suffix in his Syriac translation 'reasonings, intentions, thoughts').
Indeed the Aramaic versions' treatment of also shows signs of considerable
327
Qere: TTlVinnrQ Ketib: inVl3nri3.
328 M. Pope, Job, 283 makes a valiant effort to explain 1 lQlO's interpretation, suggesting for instance that
11Q10 ] vTN represents a reading ofMT as t]bni"lD.
32I)RtgJob's rendering of 171^03 with NnDpOin 'destinies' may suggest that the translator has understood
this Hebrew lexeme as related to 17303 2 Chron 10:15 or 1730 IKings 12:15 ('turn of affairs').
330 The translator of RtgJob appears to have had some sense of the meaning of the Hebrew but perhaps has
opted for the rendering 'with his wisdom' under the influence of this stock expression which appears fre¬
quently in the Hebrew Bible. See for instance: Prov 3:19, 24:3, 28:26, 31:26. An alternative RtgJob tradi¬
tion found in T2 renders the Hebrew here with YPpTnEDiO 'by his pledges' (apparently derived from
V3n 'to bind, pledge'). It is also possible to read with C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 51 'store-houses'
the Greek loan words being indistinguishable in unvocalised Aramaic script. See also Sokoloff, M A Dic¬
tionary ofByzantine Aramaic.... The important point here is that both T1 and T2 preserve equivalents for
each element of the Hebrew.
331 For an assessment of this restructuring of the word order see chapter 7.
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332modification. The Qumran translator appears to have understood the Hebrew as a sub¬
stantive pmnjjb 'their work'. While P-Job has understood correctly that the Hebrew
form is in this case a verbal form .n 'to do, perform', the 3rd masc. pi. suffix has
nevertheless been omitted by the translator because of a failure to recognise the antece-
333dent 'clouds' in the preceding verse. RtgJob (Tl) through the use of an expansion
manages to represent both of these grammatical alternatives,
pmmm Kinan t6s 'to make the workers do well (i.e., prosper) on
the earth in their deeds.'' It seems that the former element ofRtgJob's version provides
a verbal interpretation of the Hebrew while the latter supplies the interpretation of the
Hebrew as a substantive. Here we see then another example of the Aramaic versions
attempting to come to grips with a challenging text, but doing so by very different
means. In P-Job's case the process of making sense of the text has involved the Syriac
translator's omission of both prepositional and pronominal elements in his rendering.
The above example clearly suggests that the Peshitta of Job, like the Qumran translation,
displays evidence that certain elements may be omitted in translation not primarily be¬
cause they themselves have been perceived as problematic but because the translator's
understanding or modification of the surrounding co-text or verse as a whole has ren¬
dered them unnecessary or inappropriate.
nVaw w'r'-di msr Vaa b$e> lavn 24:24it • vj \ : 1 a :'t • / : 1: v •• 1: - : <
[... ifk ps*2*prr aVrrD lBbpnm ...] IIQIO
bi "[Til lnaonai a:rn vnrr^ tptd isipr (a) Rtgjob
prrm n ib^pbp prrm ran linariK nasi
:]ibbivr\i -pm pmon psto
332
Although an infinitival form here ('for their doing') DbVS 'their work, deeds' appears as a suffixed
noun at Job 36:9 and 24:5.
333 E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob, 565-6 suggests that the third pi. suffix refers to both
thunder and lightning (i.e., a plurality ofmeteorological phenomena?). M. Pope, Job, 283 admits that gen¬
der and number are greatly confused in this verse, but prefers to read the 3rd masc. pi. suffixes in v. 12b as
emphatic particles.
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.n£j >gcn\^(_) ^o.Tar^JO _n-n^tA io .^curd b^\c\ .\.\r» P-Job
.^CL^i-S^U CI r-ir^j r<\-i y.T r<djc_, i u^*r€c\
For a little while they are exalted, and then they are gone; they are brought low and gathered up
like all others; they are cut off like ears of corn. NIV
They are exalted a little while, and then are gone; they wither and fade like the mallow; they are
cut off like the heads of grain. RSV
In light of the parallelism of the following line nV2U? IfR-p 'like a head of grain'
and comparisons with the lexica of other Semitic languages, it seems likely that the dif¬
ficult MT V33 is intended to be a comparative reference to a plant of some kind (i.e.
o -JA
'like grass'). Although the Qumran translator appears to have got it right in rendering
nV:td 'like the cynodon'335 both RtgJob and P-Job have made the understandable
mistake of reading *73 as the common Hebrew quantifier. The translator of RtgJob pro¬
vides i-osn bs ~pn 'according to all which they have done', clearly representing
both the comparative particle and an equivalent for *73. P-Job also includes a suffixed
rendering of the quantifier in its translation (ro .octAjs 'all the provocateurs') but
does not represent the comparative particle. While the simile which follows later in the
Verse (r<\ -> x. T r<X-.i c/y, r<t 'like ears of corn') is preserved in P-Job's translation, the dif¬
ficulty and resulting reinterpretation of *73 has removed the need for the rendering of the
first comparative particle which has thus been omitted. While this example, like many
of the preceding ones, shows that a textual difficulty on the part of P-Job can he at the
root of an omission, it also shows that this problem may also be found in surrounding
co-text rather than in the element which has been omitted.
334 See R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 271; M. Pope, Job, 195 and for more thorough treatment L. Grabbe,
Comparative Philology... p. 88-89.
335 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 279ff. remains unconvinced by the suggestion that the
translator of 11Q10 has successfully identified this extremely obscure lexeme where the translators of P-
Job and RtgJob have failed (contra B. Jongeling, 'The Job Targum', 193) In their identification of xVlTO
all the commentators follow earlier studies by Low Die Flora derJuden I (Wien and Leipzig, 1928 and
Hildesheim, Georg Olms, 1967) I, 697-9.
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In the Syriac version of Job 35:11 it is a common Hebrew preposition which is
omitted in translation.
D"Wn pK m'&mfc IJPP 35:11. - . .j- T - 1 \ 1 VAT J • •• : - \
xxvi, 7 K*HS3 [pi ... 'TjlH p OTIS P liQio
:OT3DJT OTEH OTS? pi S7PK '•TiD p OT^ RtgJob
.^yi-su r^Auj-ta ^lO .r^VTr^.l r^\0-»-ij( ) p.TD P-Job
.. .who teaches us more than the animals of the earth, and makes us wiser than the birds of the
air?' NRSV
While both RtgJob and 11Q10 provide Aramaic equivalents for the Hebrew preposition
-0 Cp) which here functions in a comparative role, the preposition does not receive rep¬
resentation in the Syriac translation. As this form serves the same comparative function
in Syriac as it does in Hebrew there is no obvious linguistic reason for its omission here
in P-Job and we must search elsewhere for the cause of the Syriac translation's defi¬
ciency at this point.336 While the Qumran translation has provided an equivalent for MT
mpnSQ 13Dp the rendering reveals a divergent understanding of the Hebrew. The
1°
translator of 11Q10 (PpD 0£H2 P) seems to have either read (or performed) a
metathesis of the first two root letters (thus PD 'to separate') and rendered accordingly
X2CPS 'he has separated us...'. That this reading seems to he at the root of the reading
in LXX Job (6 SlOpl^mv) suggests the possibility that a non-MT Vorlage may be the
cause of such a divergence. While a variant Vorlage at this point is indeed a possible
cause of the Qumran translations' variation vis-a-vis the MT, the Syriac rendering may
suggest that this Hebrew form was modified in translation. It seems quite clear that the
translator of P-Job has confused 13pbiD with the compound preposition ''IDP and ren-
336 For the use of ^ in comparative constructions see T. Noldeke, Kurzgefasste Syrische Grcimmatik, §
249E.
337 So noted in the Editio Princeps, 63.
115
dered accordingly 73.10 ^ 'from before'. Although the Qumran text's divergence in
rendering TUpVi? has not resulted in the exclusion of any other textual element, we see
that P-Job's erroneous reading of the form as a compound preposition has not only ob¬
scured the comparative function of )fr, it also renders any possible prepositional function
of the expected translation redundant. Here we see that an element of the Hebrew
text has gone missing in the Syriac translation purely as a result of the 'knock-on' effect
of a prior (and, in this case, erroneous) modification.
jnnw* K'V 'Vx xitf-'nx 35:13
t 1 v : J - ~ : A** /— : : T \ t —
nnsrf *6] xxvi, 9 *6[rm/nm] [...rajEr rm hqio
triDDD'1 *6 xnbx ww $b it\b Rtgjob
cnA ii-i y-yi r<fcnAr<f r<A ,r<fcnAr< > rA Ai. . im ( ) P-Job
Surely God does not hear an empty cry, nor does the Almighty regard it. RSV
All three Aramaic versions have included a representation ofMT N1U7, with the Qumran
translator and the Rabbinic targumist supplying X15J7 'vanity' and X~lpl? 'false-hood'
respectively. The Syriac translator's rendering of this Hebrew noun makes use of the
Syriac adverb A.r<cL.-m> 'vainly, in vain' despite showing signs elsewhere of familiarity
TOO
with the nominal form attested here in RtgJob. Our focus here, however, is limited to
the particle which precedes this form (X1tp~t]X) and more particularly the treatment of
this particle by the respective Aramaic translators. Although serves a variety of
functions, the Aramaic versions provide some evidence which suggests that its variable
role has been more or less comprehended.339 Here however, while RtgJob provides an
338 At 31:5 the MT 'FD^TTDX is translated by the Syriac translator with .rfTui 30^ vrf.
The customary Hebrew adverbial expression 'vainly' requires a prefixed lamedh (XHPb) (E.g. Je 2:30,
4:30, 6:29 etc.).
339 At 33:8 where this same Hebrew lexeme appears similarly at the beginning of the verse, the translators
of 11Q10, P-Job and RtgJob render with seemingly proximate equivalents "in/pin/DIS.
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expected equivalent (Tin1? 'only, singly') both 11Q10 and P-Job display a different
treatment of the particle. The Qumran translation provides TIN, a form which serves to
represent both 'because' and 'behold' in 11Q10340, and here, commentators are divided
as to which meaning has been intended by the translator.341 When we turn to examine
the Syriac translator's treatment it is clear that the particle has for some reason not re¬
ceived representation in the Peshitta. The most likely explanation is to be found in the
translator's rendering of the last portion of the preceding verse (35:12). G. Rignell has
suggested that the Syriac translator has understood the causal clause of v. 12
('D'SH Pjq PST? rnip XV] DJP' 'There they cry out, but he does not answer, be¬
cause of the pride of the wicked'...) not as the conclusion to verse 12, as is the case in
the MT, but rather as syntactically related to the following verse 13.342 In light of this
suggestion it is not difficult to understand why the Syriac translator has opted to omit the
Hebrew particle. In each of the six other instances in Job where this particle is found at
the beginning of a verse, the translator of P-Job provides an equivalent, but in this case
the alternate division of vv 12 and 13 results in a Syriac translation which has apparently
left no room for an equivalent for this particle, whether it functions restrictively or as-
severatively. Here again, it seems to be a separate but related adjustment which has
led to the omission of an element in the Syriac translation of Job.
340 For further discussion of this form in 11Q10 and an analysis of its development in Aramaic see M.
Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 110.
341
Although it is understood as 'behold' by ATQ, 51 and F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave II, 139, the
occurrence of 'for vanity...'at the beginning of 15:31b might lend support to the reading of
'because' adopted by the editors, p. 63 and M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 136.
342 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 294.
343 While this may suggest that 1 lQlO's rendering TIN should be understood as 'because' the fragmentary
remains of the rest of the line provide little corroboration.
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nsn rwp-n&i ^k-x'Vi irnn nrur's nox&-»3 naib^ 34:33
,.. _ T . ,_ T _ , • AT : J- : • jt - • T : - T 1 • T : *:• - 1—
[...] nix xbi i°n[an.«] xxv, 9 [...p nx 1 iqio
mx mix nitibw -pro-i -lEnxrv-iflgrxn Rtgj0b
ns?Tn nrai xnx *6i ^snnn
.^\. N^n.l A \ t/yX A^VSoX °>mn ,<X _=jC1<)\ ( ) P-Job
.AX*73 Au rt ^_.li."r ^D.Tioa ,t<Jr^ r^Xa (k»-CL=Ar^ (kjr<f
Will he then make requital to suit you, because you reject it? For you must choose, and not I;
therefore declare what you know. RSV
In the RSV's English translation of Job 34:33, the sentence is marked as a gen¬
eral interrogative through an inversion transformation (He will > Will he?). While the
targumist also follows the MT in marking the Aramaic sentence as interrogative, his ap¬
proach of providing "l^S^n is more akin to its Semitic cognate Hebrew than to the
more distantly related English.344 Neither the Qumran or Syriac translator, however,
appear to have taken account of the interrogative heh in their renderings. In 11Q10 T~IR
may represent 'behold' or 'because/for'345 and it seems clear that the translator of 11Q10
provides a statement of some sort where we find a rhetorical question in the MT.346 Al¬
though the loss of the interrogative sense of the verse has not resulted in a loss of tex-
344 Jastrow's (M. Jastrow, Dictionary ofTargumim...) entry for this lexeme (and its variant) suggests the
meaning, 'it is possible' but the usage within the RtgJob is complex. For the verses which correspond to
those preserved in 11Q10, -IE7ETN is found pre-fixed with Aram, interrogative he (21:22, 38:31, 38:33,
39:09) as an equivalent for Heb interrog. he. In other verses, it stands alone in representing the Hebrew
question indicator. (18:4; 39:11,20, 40:26, 28, 40:31). In a large number of locations variation in the
manuscripts preserve both readings (34:33, 38:34, 39:01,10; 39:26; 40:,27,29) (Locations where Aramaic
interrogative he is preserved as an equivalent for its Hebrew cognate: 34:31, 38:33, 39:20). As its rela¬
tionship to the Aramaic cognate of interrog. he in rendering the Hebrew form is unclear, it is difficult to
say at what stage, or to what extent should be understood as an intentional deviation from the
meaning of the Hebrew question indicator as opposed to merely a reflection of the stylistic preference of
Aramaic.
345'Behold' is preferred by ATQ, 49; F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 137 while J. Fitzmyer, and D.J.
Harrington, (eds.) A Manual ofPalestinian Aramaic Texts, 33; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 77 opt
for 'because'.
346 As is suggested by F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 137.
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tual elements in the Qumran translation, in the Syriac version, the translator not only
fails to preserve the question but also opts not to supply a formal equivalent for the inter¬
rogative marker. According to H. Szpek, the reason for this failure may be that the
translator of P-Job does does not follow the verse division of the MT in vv 32 and 33,
choosing instead to include the rendering of (ssvart rA _=ciA\) as part of its
translation of verse 33 here rather than with verse 32.347 According to his redivision of
the textual material in verses 32 and 33, it appears that the Syriac translator chose to
transform the interrogative of the Hebrew into a declarative in Syriac.348
The above example shows that a prior modification (in this case redivision) may
lead to the Syriac translator's failure to represent the interrogative heh (with a resulting
Toss' of the question in the Syriac text). A glance at the English translation's treatment
of the interrogative through inversion, however, suggests that the representation of the
interrogative is, in some translation situations, a function of the relation between a given
target language and the Hebrew formulation. Szpek has shown that in the Syriac version
of Job the most frequent (although not exclusive) approach to representing the inter¬
rogative heh of the Hebrew is in fact non-representation or 0.349 We see this exempli¬
fied in P-Job's translation of Job 38:28:
^tr^x T^n-'o vx nx 38:28
IT ••:••• • / AT IT T —
xbu °ib* xxxi, 6 p ix dx x-m1? Trxn iiqio
:x^d t^ix p ix xn^x/xnx xntDEb rrxn Rtgjob
rt-Ai CVJ233 Gr<f r^-tY>rA r£=jr^ r^( ) P-Job
Has the rain a father, or who has begotten the drops of dew? NRSV
347 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 114 n. 22 suggests that this redivision has occurred due to the
ambiguity of the Hebrew text and/or an error on the part of the translator.
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H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 206.
349 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 204 This is not to say that the interrogative sense of a sentence is
lost as was the case in 34:33, but simply that often this interrogative sense is discernible to us only through
an analysis of the context and whatever guidance may be provided by the Hebrew source text. In accented
texts of course (J.B. Segal The Diacritical Point..., p. 68), an interrogative intonation was marked explic¬
itly by the scribe by the placing of the point at the beginning of the word. See also T. Noldeke, Kurzge-
fasste Syrische Grammatik, § 331 for further discussion of the interrogative in Syriac.
119
Here we see that the English translator again provides an inverted word order to
form the interrogative and the translators of 11Q10 and RtgJob are able to represent the
interrogative heh with similar markers in their respective Aramaic renderings. The Sy-
riac translation on the other hand does not formally differentiate the interrogative from a
declarative clause. Without formal differentiation it may be asked how it is possible to
know that the Syriac's non-representation has not resulted in the loss of the question.
The answer is to be found in P-Job's rendering of 38:28b where the latter part of the
disjunctive question is preserved rAdL^cu Acir<r cuore 'or who has begotten the
drops?' In this case, the context clearly indicates that 38:28a, while not marked as inter-
rogative, must nevertheless be understood in this manner.
P-Job's frequent omission or non-representation of the Hebrew interrogative heh
due to the language difference between Hebrew and Syriac brings us again to a series of
omissions which, as was the case with the Qumran translation, seem to fall somewhere
on the linguistic-stylistic continuum in terms of their underlying cause. As was the case
with 11Q10, it is not always easy to draw a hard and fast line between linguistic neces¬
sity and stylistic nicety when we come to assess the Syriac translator's omission of a
given element. Certain trends with regard to P-Job's rationale for omitting elements in
translation may nevertheless be discerned in the examples which follow.
At 30:16, it is a preposition which has been omitted by the Syriac translator:
'aiTrW* nrwi 3o:i6
• i : • _i \ A* : - 'j" — : — T \ T — :
...] xvi, 6 -retenn^ iiqio
tTira ^23 K-bhdso "bv pirn Rtgjob
>=73cv. acit-tuo ,>t °i i ( ) rCx.mo P-Job
And now my life ebbs away ( ); days of suffering grip me. NIV
And now my soul is poured out upon me: the days of affliction have taken hold upon me. AV
350 Other instances of the 0 representation of the interrogative heh in P-Job are to be found at 21:22,
38:12, 39:20, 26. For a full discussion of P-Job's treatment of the interrogative and examples which lie
outside the material covered by all three Aramaic versions of Job, see H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique,
203-14 (esp. 211 n. 19).
120
Driver and Gray seem correct to insist that the Hebrew suffixed preposition be¬
longs to the idiomatic construction here provided in the Hebrew text.351 The idiomatic
idea of the soul (1Z7D3) being poured out ("[Dti?) is seen elsewhere in the Tanakh, but in 1
Sam. 1:15 where it is also met, the construction is slightly different from the one en¬
countered here. There we see that :nirP 1 JDb '...and I pour out my
soul before the LORD.' is rendered by the Syriac translator in a straightforward man¬
ner: ;d.tt> ,t°li ^.TJtrea. ('I pour/cast out my soul before the LORD'). In the pres¬
ent context, however, the form of the idiom is apparently complicated for the translator
by the presence of Both the Rabbinic targumist and the Qumran translator are able
to preserve their renderings of this prepositional element of the Hebrew, although their
translations of the following verb suggest a certain degree of accommodation with re¬
gard to their treatment of this idiom.352 In the case of P-Job, however, we see that 'by
does not receive any explicit representation (,vm kat^krc) in the Syriac rendering. The
other Aramaic versions' treatment of this idiom seem to suggest that it is a linguistic or
stylistic adaptation of the Hebrew which is the cause of this omission,353 but for sub¬
stantial proof of this suspicion it is necessary to turn to the Peshitta rendering of Psalm
42:5—the only other place in the Hebrew Bible where this idiom is provided (complete
351 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 216 respond to earlier commentators who argued for
the omission of (see for instance B. Duhm, Das Buch Hiob, 143).
352 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 125 notes that 11PX (hithpe.) is found in EA (Padua Papyrus I, recto
1.7) with the meaning 'to be confounded, to be angry'. The fragmentary state of the Qumran text means
that it is unclear whether or not it has preserved an equivalent for UiD] but the inflection of the verb
(probably 3rd f. sg impf.) gives little reason to doubt its original inclusion. RtgJob's rendering
'[my soul] is vexed/troubled' apparently represents a similar type of adjustment. At TgPsalnrs 42:5 (ed.
de Lagarde) the translator's modification of the idiom ''bi? THZPiO) takes the form of an ad¬
dition 'ideas/thoughts ofmy heart' rather than a divergent rendering of the verb (which is the same as that
provided by 11Q10 here).
353 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 163 n.83 erroneously includes this modification along with P-
Job's omission of one element of a Hebrew compound preposition in Syriac. A. Mandl, Die Peschitta zum
Hiob, 26 notes its omission without comment while E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900)
192 comments ambiguously 'Ai? war P unbequem.'
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with suffixed preposition).354 There we see that this same idiom
0^*93 nbSlZ7'K) [Qal]) is rendered in a similar way with P-Job utilising the same root
to be agitated' and omitting the prepositional phrase, as is the case here.355 While
the meaning of the idiom is preserved to a large extent by the Syriac expression, the
prepositional phrase O^y) is a casualty of the process by which the translator provides
his Syriac readers with a linguistically intelligible and acceptable text. It is perhaps not
surprising that at least one representative of the English translation tradition (NIV) also
shows a willingness to dispense with a formal rendering of the Hebrew in order to
achieve a more idiomatic English translation.356
While the preceding modification might be best understood as linguistically re¬
quired by the difference between the source language (Hebrew) and the Syriac target
language, the second example, drawn from the Syriac version of 36:9, is an example of
an omission which seems to have arisen primarily as a result of the stylistic preference
of the translator.
*3 nnbw 3e:9
it — : • j* v : • at t: t jv t _i-* —
lEEnnn na ifirr-nr aim IIQIO
mnrr ana prr-noi pmms? ]inb 'ini Rtgjob
" ♦—r^f \ s _nm .Tnv r<f(_) r^CVuJO P-Job
he tells (_) them what they have done—that they have sinned arrogantly. NIV
then he declares to them their work and their transgressions, that they are behaving arrogantly.
RSV
354 R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 334 notes that other appearances in the Hebrew Bible suggest that this verb
may be used idiomatically with reference to grief (ISam 1:15) or weakness (Lam 2:12, 4:1).
355
For Syriac text see Vetus Testamentum Syriace: Psalms Part II, fasc. 3 (ed. D.M. Walter) Brill, 1980.
356While failing to represent the form of the original in this respect, 'my soul ebbs away' (NIV) retains a
verb ('to ebb') that nevertheless preserves the aspect of liquidity—an integral element in the Hebrew fig¬
ure 'to pour'.
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While both the English RSV, and the Qumran and targumic versions preserve the MT
prepositional phrase □jlh 'to them' in their translations, P-Job supplies only the 3rd masc.
pi. enclitic pronoun in conjunction with r^cu^o.357 P-Job's use of the enclitic pronoun to
represent the direct object (3 m ph: ^ui<) in place of the MT prepositional phrase is, it
would seem, a reflection of the linguistic-stylistic difference between Syriac and He¬
brew. In P-Job where a pronominal suffix is attached to the preposition *7 in conjunction
with the Hebrew verb "733 'to tell' the translator usually renders with an objective suf¬
fix.358 However, the Syriac translator's rendering of Job 33:23 □jTKb T-inV with
r^cuu shows that the translator may on occasion choose to preserve an
equivalent of the lamedh which appears in the Hebrew. The translators of the NIV also
provide an English rendering which dispenses with the prepositional phrase and makes
359
use of the direct object. It appears then that unlike the other Aramaic versions which
preserve an equivalent of the lamedh, P-Job lacks a representation of the preposition due
to the translator's linguistic-stylistic preference for the direct object construction.
Some of the difficulties involved in assessing linguistic-stylistic causes for omis¬
sion are well illustrated by the following example drawn from P-Job 33:28.
357 Both 11Q10 and P-Job 'modify' the tense of the Hebrew consecutive imperfect by providing imperfect
forms in Aramaic (KIITI) and Syriac (irrcuijo). The moribundity of the consecutive imperfect in these
phases of Aramaic (although for Old Aramaic see V. Sasson, 'Some observations on the use and original
purpose of the waw consecutive in Old Aramaic and Biblical Hebrew' VT47 (1997) 111-127) means that
the imperfect forms here, while formally closer to the Hebrew, do in fact represent a divergence from the
MT ( H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 83 n.54). This modification stems from the translators' aware¬
ness that 36:9 stands as an apodosis clause to the protasis clause in 36:8 which makes use ofparticipial
forms (If the wicked are bound...). If the protasis contains a non-perfective verb form, the expected form
in the apodosis would be a consecutive perfect form rather than a consecutive imperfect. (B. Waltke and
M. O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990) § 38.2) The
translators have maintained a non-perfective tense in their translation of this verse.
358
E.g. 1:15, 16, 19; 12:7. At 11:6 the rendering of the Hebrew imperfect with a Syriac participle pre¬
cludes the use of an objective pronominal suffix. While the prepositional use of lamedh (to mark the indi¬
rect object) is most common with this Hebrew verb, it may on occasion take a direct object (Jb 17:5,
31:37).
359 An analogy to the Syriac r?cvu_i in P-Job may be found in a common English equivalent: 'to show'.
Both 'I will show it to him' and 'I will show him it' constitute English constructions which would be ac¬
ceptable to some (but perhaps not all) native English speakers.
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itks wrv nnw'a wzy* wzy ms 33:28
iv : • / r • t - : -at - j •• : - \ : - jt t
Krnn nmn xxiii, 7 °n[... pf")3 11Q10
*mm ja rrnatfai rrmp Ttn «n»{i}nroL? p toe:: pns Rtgjob
:^nn
.rrrimaj (_) ri'uA , r °i 1 o .r^Nna rO iar^ ^ , * °n jaai_a P-Job
He has redeemed my soul from going down into the Pit, and my life shall see (_)the light.' RSV
While the Qumran translation supplies the Aramaic cognate of the Hebrew preposition 2
where it appears in the text before TfX, the translator responsible for RtgJob provides an
alternate preposition |Q to account for this element of his source text.360 The Syriac
translator, however, fails to provide any explicit representation of 2 in the Peshitta of
Job, leaving the direct object unmarked. The English translation's comparable omission
of this element at least suggests the possibility that it may be a difference of language
(source vs. target) which has led to the Syriac translator's adaptation of the text. This
suggestion is made difficult, however, by other renderings of this Hebrew construction
2 + HX7. The verb 11X7 , as with other Hebrew verbs of sense perception may take 3.361
The Hebrew text of Job, however, shows this verb both with -2 (3:9
nnuf-,'SJ7DV5 nXT~VX']) and without (31:26 Tlx HXIXTElX). At 3:9 and other instances
where 17X7 takes O the Syriac translator reproduces the preposition in his Syriac text
(e.g., r<r-T_ajt .n.Vyj re'uii)362 If at other locations, the Syriac translator of Job has seen
fit to follow the Hebrew in rendering the preposition, we are entitled to ask why he has
not done so here. It is difficult to be certain about the cause of such variation, but it is
perhaps worth noting that not only is the preposition omitted but the Syriac translation's
360 It should be noted however that 2 is also attested in some MSS despite the fact that several witnesses
including Stec's Base text (Urbinati) provide 'from' in place of Heb -2.
361 See F. Brown, S.R. Driver, C.A. Briggs, Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew Lexicon (1906 [repr.
Hendrickson, 1979) [hereafter BOB] 90 iv.d and for the preposition in relation to 7X7 see KB3, 7X7 (7).
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word order (S-V-O) is also at odds with that of the MT (S-O-V).363 Where the preposi¬
tion is retained by the Syriac translator, the translation approach to the verses in question
is very literal and preserves the word-order of the Hebrew along with both elements of
the D + HN"I construction (a + r^ui). The case for seeing the omission of the preposition
here as being related to other language-oriented modifications derived from more idio¬
matic Syriac is strengthened by a similar modification two verses later at 33:30. There,
where the Hebrew text appears to be slightly problematic (Q'Tin TfN2 Tl'kV)364 the Sy¬
riac translation again dispenses with 1 before TIN in producing the following translation:
r-eimoj 'to see the light of life.' The fact that the Syriac again deviates
from the Hebrew and again the preposition is omitted might be seen as corroborating the
assessment of its earlier omission in v.28. While the assessment of 33:28 and 30 is
complicated and not without uncertainties, it is nevertheless clear that while the Syriac
translator sometimes chooses to follow the Hebrew in rendering the 3 + HK1 construc¬
tion, on other occasions the priority of preserving each element of the Hebrew text is
overridden by other linguistic-stylistic considerations and the preposition is omitted as a
result.
nniros? w'TVtf D*D3?S n^x-Vs-p 33:29V IT • J T »\— — A" — : • v \ T ' V
nn^n pn pr xxiii, 8 an 11Q10
ttfrnn dp n^rn pnr pn xnbx nnsn p'rx bz m Rtgjob
r^lnN^ 71 s 1 -i \ d\Ad\ r^cnAr^ ^.m\ -\ \cd ( ) P-Job
( ) God does all these things to a man—twice, even three times— NIV
Behold. God does all these things, twice, three times, with a man, RSV
362 See also 20:17 and 31:21.
363 For discussion of word order see Part Two.
364 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 252 suggest that this MT form may be redeemed by
supposing the elision of heh TIN rib.
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While both RtgJob and P-Job provide the expected Aramaic equivalent (KH) for
the Hebrew exclamatory particle }H, the translator of P-Job does not supply an equiva¬
lent for this element in his Syriac version.365 In fact this instance of omission at 33:29 is
one of eight cases in which the Syriac translator does not provide an equivalent for ]H.
While the translator provides the expected equivalent rtm in analogous situations before
a quantitative at 13:1 (V3~)n) and a demonstrative at 26:14 (n^Nt-]n), the particle does
not receive representation in the Syriac translation either here (n^X~<?3~)n) or at 33:12
(n^HH).366 In light of the minor semantic role played by the presentative particles and
the lack of other discernible causes in the immediate context, it seems most likely that
the translator's failure to represent fil should be attributed to linguistic-stylistic prefer¬
ence. Support for this suggestion comes from the English translation tradition where the
RSV provides an equivalent ('Behold') but the NIV opts to omit a rendering of this lex¬
eme.367 While not always perceiving this particle as redundant, the Syriac translator is
clearly not afraid to exclude it in his translation as and when the context demands.
:nj?? VK iVfrirrnD njm-pR 35:7
[... jbnp^ *]tp ke nb jnn XXVi,2 KQ°n[ ] iiqio
:bnp* "[T p no ik n*b nrrn nra rrsT pa Rtgjob
.oyitya ami Klisi on? .cnA Juir? jx.i\ hurt P-Job
If you are righteous, what do you give to him; or what does he receive from your hand? NRSV
365 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 219 notes that in Job, Hebrew |n is apparently used both as a
shortened form ofmn, and as a conditional (Aramaism). These two usages account for the bulk ofP-
Job's representation in Syriac with kTcd (exclamatory) and vrf (conditional).
366 The translator of P-Job shows a clear preference for positioning the demonstrative pronoun before Ax
in these situations (see 32:1 and particularly 42:1) and has therefore transposed the plural demonstrative
pronoun v.\m to an initial position. For a brief discussion of the syntactic constraints with regard to Ax
see I. Avinery, 'The Position of the Declined KL in Syriac' JAOS 104 (1984) 333.
367 While the NIV's customary practise appears to be non-representation of the presentative particle in Job,
there are nevertheless exceptions to the rule (See 8:19 and 8:20).
126
While the targum translator ("|T ]ft) supplies an uncontracted form in his ren¬
dering of the Hebrew flip), both the targumisf s rendering and that of his Qumran
counterpart C"pP) provide full representation of the formal features of the Hebrew text.
The Syriac translator's version of 35:7b on the other hand, not only diverges from the
source text in terms of word order, but also in its failure to represent all the elements of
T/TO
the Hebrew text. As we have already seen with regard to the Qumran translation, al¬
though the Syriac 'from you' fulfils the role of the Hebrew T7p 'from your hand'
and constitutes a semantic substitution, in terms of a formal analysis, the retention of the
preposition and the 2nd masc. sg. suffix highlights the Syriac translator's omission of an
equivalent for 77369 The fact that the Syriac translation preserves an equivalent for this
T70
noun where it appears elsewhere following p raises the question as to why the trans¬
lator has passed over it here in 35:7. Because the Hebrew expression T> p 'from the
hand' is used virtually interchangeably with p 'from' in a variety of idiomatic Hebrew
contexts,371 'to take/receive from the hand' has obviously been perceived by the Syriac
translator as unnecessarily elaborate language and the resulting Syriac translation has
been preferred (uyi^i 'from you').372 The suggestion that the Syriac translator's provi¬
sion of j^ili here constitutes an idiomatic adjustment would seem to receive sup¬
port from the observation that, at Job 22:8b, where the translator also diverges from the
Hebrew text (H2 Q'iD Nljpi) the Syriac translator falls back on the identical con¬
struction (cn-ii* cnA jamj r^T^\n r«rT»o 'and a man of force takes it from hirn)—
namely, a suffixed preposition in conjunction with this same verb. This would suggest
that uyi^> 'from you' has been preferred here and T omitted due to stylistic
368 The parallel word order (prepositional phrase in final position) of the English and Syriac renderings
here in 35:7 is , as we will see, a foreshadowing of similar agreements discussed in chapter 7.
im An analogous example from 11Q10 (involving ^ 'me' for '"lip? 'my flesh') has been discussed above
in chapter 2 (21:26).
370 See for instance 5:15, 5:20, 6:23 (2x) 10:7 and 27:22.
371 With regard to 17pb specifically, examples may be found at: Nu. 21:26; 1 Sam 12:3,4; 1 Kgs 11:34, 35;
2 Kgs 13:25).
312 See BDB, V 5 (g) for other examples of this idiomatic use ofT.
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'from you' has been preferred here and T omitted due to stylistic preference—the
element in the Hebrew text being omitted by the Syriac translator on account of his de¬
sire to produce a translation which is idiomatic and stylistically acceptable.
... nxn itiw na 39:25 naitf Vi'p»—»3 r&x>-x'Vi 39:24b\ t v <— —t <•• : —rr 7*— 1 ;
... nan im* xnp bpbi (no translation) 11Q10
... xinn nv" xnra no^n :K"ro bp mix pvr *6i Rtgjob
... jJjjrrf ( ) r^Nn-1 39:25 r<liTO.T r<An ^ Ajj.T P-Job
39:24 he cannot stand still at the sound of the trumpet. 39:25 When the trumpet sounds, he
says Aha!' RSV
39:24 ;he holds not back at the sound of the trumpet. 39:25 but at each ( ) blast he cries,
'Aha!' NAB
Beginning in verse 19 of chapter 39, the Hebrew poet depicts in some detail the
terrifying majesty of a horse going into battle. Here in verse 24b, the shofar is sounded,
presumably to signal the joining of the battle. Although, as we have discussed in the
preceding chapter, the Qumran translation does not appear to have included a translation
of 39:24, both the targum and the Peshitta do represent this verse in their renderings.
♦ /
. 373
While their treatment of the verb phrase (ppX^XTl) differs, these two translations
nevertheless provide basically similar representations of the final phrase of the verse
("IpitZ? Vfj?) 'the sound of the shofar'. The targumist utilises the Hebrew loan-word
in its translation, while the Qumran translator makes use in verse 25, of the same
Aramaic noun X3"lp which appears in P-Job. As Sokoloff notes, later Jewish Aramaic
dialects import this Aramaic representation of the Hebrew term "IDIP directly
,73For the translation of the difficult MT '3 fbtp Xb RtgJob provides an interpretation jQTP X*/ 'he
does not stand still' which is also adopted by various modern translations (e.g. RSV) and commentators
(See E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob, 610 and R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 462).P-Job on
the other hand appears to have resorted again to a contextual translation perhaps indicating that the He¬
brew has not been clearly understood. The translator draws on the theme of the courage of the horse
(v.22) in rendering ^ Tut rda 'and he doesn't fear... .'
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into their translations and reserve K]~lp for referring to the horn of an animal.374 Tuin-
stra advances the suggestion that the Qumran translator has avoided providing
here because this instrument (and therefore the Hebrew term) was utilised in the
religious context within which the translator worked, and thus being sacred, was not ap¬
propriate for the translation of a description of cavalry in a profane war.375 Verse 25 of
the Hebrew continues the description, repeating as it does so, the Hebrew term encoun¬
tered at the end of v.24 (IDitff). While some scholars have suggested that 1 IQIO's ren¬
dering ofMT "H5 is possibly a telescoped rendering of the end of verse 24 and the
beginning of verse 25,376 both the translations of 11Q10 ^p^5 'at the sound of the
horn' and P-Job i/\m parallel Gordis' suggestion that "IDtti 'HB at the beginning of
verse 25 may be understood as: 'At the distant sound of the shofar'377 Whereas both
the targumist (NISIE? HDQ3) and the Qumran translator (Kj~)p bpb) supply equiva¬
lents for both elements of ~liDtZ7 "H3, P-Job's version of 39:24-25a appears to lack an
element corresponding to "iD'Uf It seems that the Syriac translator has assumed that his
reader will not need reminding that it is the shofar which is responsible for the sound at
the beginning of verse 25 having encountered W' Vfj? 'the sound of the shofar' as re¬
cently as the end of verse 24. Here then the translator has consciously or unconsciously
concluded that the repetition of "IDW in close proximity is redundant and surplus to re¬
quirements according to the linguistic-stylistic constraints within which he worked. In
374
M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 157. In R.Hashanah. III.2 (Ib.26a) the mishnaic ruling that the '7DH27
may be made of the horns of all animals except that of a cow is justified by the fact that the latter is prop¬
erly termed a pip. R. Jose challenges this by suggesting that all are D'lnp.
375 E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 34. Tuinstra's reference to 1QM (War Scroll) col. Ill sug¬
gests that the logic of this suggestion relies on the writer's use of rTOIXn 'trumpet' rather than IDitP in
1QM 3:1 ff. This suggestion while theoretically possible is essentially an argument from silence and re¬
lies on the unproven (and indeed unwarranted) assumption that the translator was in any definable sense
'sectarian'. In other words, 1 IQIO's non-use of may be explained equally well by the fact that the
translator had no unique, technical or religious understanding of "IDV but rather that fcO"lp was simply the
generic term used by some Aramaic translators.
376 See preceding discussion of 39:24-25 passage in chapter 2.
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the English translation tradition we see a similar type of variation with the RSV pre¬
serving the repetition in verse 25, while the NAB chooses to treat the text in a way
which shares much with the Syriac.
sTa mx-x'V isno TUDn*? 33:26
i /T T T : • A* ' vJv - • : — : \
xxxi,4 nnmr6 hqio
rra ®nn xbi -imo ra r^bi xsnx xncoa xnn*6 Rtgjob
( )jlJT3 r^Tra.tianO .Jt_l rd r<Al r^ir^ A \ r<ft)p5>3 O^uiSnA P-Job
To bring rain to no man's land, the unpeopled wilderness ( ) NAB
to water a land where no man lives, a desert with no one in it NIV
As we have already seen in the preceding chapter, the Qumran translator has ap¬
parently seen the first of two near-synonymous phrases in this verse (IZppX'b and
EnNTX'b) as superfluous with respect to the content of the verse as he construed it. The
stylistic constraints within which the Qumran translator worked have apparently allowed
him to omit the latter phrase (PX'X'b) in his translation on account of its perceived re¬
dundancy. Unlike the Qumran text, the Syriac translation agrees with the MT in pre¬
serving equivalents for both of these Hebrew phrases pjre rA.i and jut^ NA.-r) as does
the Rabbinic targumist. Having done so, however, the Syriac version deviates slightly
from the MT in lacking the prepositional phrase 1'3 p + 3rd masc. sg. suffix 'in it')
which appears in the MT and is preserved in the other Aramaic translations. While, in
formal terms, the suffixed preposition (Y2) at the end of the verse appears to serve as a
counter-balance to the verbal phrase of the first half of the verse (TpfonV), in terms of
conveying additional information, the lack of a corresponding prepositional phrase in the
first half of the verse suggests that its contribution is negligible indeed. If the Syriac
translator's omission of an equivalent for p has the incidental effect of enhancing the
377
Reading with R. Cordis, The Book ofJob, 463: T from Arab, daway 'hum, rumble, rustle'.
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degree of similarity between the two halves of the verse, it is interesting to note that his
counterpart in the targumic tradition also performs a 'balancing act', though by quite
different means. In the case of the Rabbinic targumist, the lack of a corresponding
prepositional phrase in the first portion of the verse (...UrN'X'b vs. Y3 D7X~X'b) has led
not to an omission in the second hemi-stich but rather an addition in the first. There the
targumist adds a suffixed preposition !"D 'in if in order to make explicit what is implied
by the prepositional phrase in the MT at the end of the verse. Again, as was the case
with the previous example, it is the NAB English translators who parallel the Syriac's
treatment of this verse preferring an adjectival phrase to the NIV's explicit representa¬
tion of the prepositional phrase. This then appears to be another clear example of the
Syriac translator's willingness to pass over a formal representation of an element in the
Hebrew text due to its perceived redundancy for a Syriac reader.
Three verses later at 38:29, the Syriac version of Job provides another example
of an omission vis-a-vis the Hebrew text.
:t*7v' •»& aw i'ddi mj?n kit joaa 38:29i t : j* • - t / : —At - jt t • i vJv •
n[-iir ijb xxxi, 7 fpPi pa:1 p pn pi iiqio
:ntp t't 10 awn amp psj pm kdn:> ]0 Rtgjob
.(_).tAor<^ funnel .on°ii P-Job
Out of whose womb came the ice? And the hoary frost of heaven, who hath gendered it ? ASV
From whose womb did the ice come forth, and who has given birth to ( ) the hoarfrost of
heaven? RSV
In 38:29b, the Hebrew clause includes a pronominal suffix with the verbal form 1,7Vf
(literally, '[who] has birthed it?'). Although there is nothing ungrammatical about this
construction, its location in the present clause marks the 3rd masc. sg. suffixed pronoun
378
Interestingly, C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 84 does not reflect RtgJob's addition of this suffixed
preposition in her English translation.
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as resumptive in function. As such, this pronoun provides the reader with no new se¬
mantic information and is grammatically optional in Biblical Hebrew.379 Although the
Aramaic dialects clearly possess the linguistic resources adequate for the representation
of this construction, it is only the Rabbinic targumist and the Qumran translator who
here provide the corresponding forms in their respective translations.380 The Syriac
translator's rendering of the Hebrew clearly shows that while TV" has been translated
with the cognate Syriac root, the objective pronoun suffix has not been represented.381
While the loss of the resumptive pronoun in the Syriac version may mean a partial loss
of emphasis, there is no appreciable effect in terms of the semantic content of the verse
for re.uxiQ, like Wftlp TDD still functions as the explicitly expressed direct object.
In a manner similar to previous examples, the Syriac translator has apparently consid¬
ered the pronoun stylistically superfluous and omitted a rendering of it accordingly.382
In the English translation tradition we see a similar variation in the approach to render¬
ing this Hebrew clause. While the ASV preserves the resumptive pronoun, its successor,
the RSV modifies the Hebrew in translation in much the same manner as the Peshitta of
Job.
Although examples drawn from a variety of different passages in P-Job provide a
broad cross-section of textual material in which the phenomenon of omission may be
examined, the Syriac version of Job also affords us the opportunity to see the application
of this translation technique in a sustained manner at the beginning of chapter 39:
379 B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 4.7 locate their discussion of the resumptive pronoun in
the context of the wider treatment of the Nominative-Absolute or casus pendens family of constructions.
3sn
RtgJob varies in its representation of the direct object, sometimes following the Hebrew in supplying a
suffixed form, at other times attaching the suffix to the nota accusativi IT. (E.g. 29:8, 30:17, 30:19, 30:27,
33:24). See M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 163 for a discussion of the one and only appearance of this
form in the Qumran translation. While it occurs frequently in later Aramaic, it is interesting to note that
RtgJob does not make use of it here (despite its occurrence three times in Chapter 40:1,2,6). It is unclear
why, in this case, the translator of 11Q10 diverges from the normal pronominal suffix representation of
the object.
381 Both E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 274 and G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book
ofJob, 325 note this omission without advancing any suggestions as to how it might be explained.
382 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 45 presents this case as a representative example of the category
of motivation labelled 'redundancy'.
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d27 ni?ti 'mxv&n □tit n'son 39:2
tit : • j- t : - t : t av ~ : j* t : j : •
ivnbna pr jnm ]^bui xxxii, 2 jT"I'VvVrn[v.] 11Q10
tirr-iSno nra snm p^gn KPT TED Rtgjob
.^.cn.T^OiTJ ^31 b\.y r€ a_X» O .( ) r^jji^.T r^J . 1 *?a i^Ur^ P-Job
Can you number the months that they fulfil, and do you know the time when they bring forth
RSV
While the general meaning of the 39:2a is comparatively clear (i.e. Does Job know the
number of months which the cows will complete/fulfil [nixV&n] before giving birth?383)
the lack of an explicitly represented relative pronoun in the Hebrew has apparently
prompted some of its translators to provide one in their respective renderings.384 The
targumist, like the English translators responsible for the RSV ('that'), adds a relative
pronoun (1) before 'which they complete' thereby marking the relative clause
explicitly. The Qumran translator makes use of the same root in providing a masc. pi.
ptcp. 'are complete' with j",iT'v;T"H["' 'their months' presumably functioning as
subject.385 Not only does the Syriac translator fail to provide an explicit marker of the
relative, the Peshitta of Job in fact lacks even a representation of the verb HlNbDR That
this type ofHebrew idiom was understood by some translators of the Peshitta is shown
by the fact that where a similar idiom appears in Genesis 25:24 and 29:27, the Syriac
translator of these passages renders tfVfr with tA *■ as the other Aramaic versions have
done here. In fact, in light of the content of verse 1 'Do you know when the mountain
383 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 314 note that this verb Xbb is also used with reference
to the completion of an allotted period of time in Gen.29:27 'week') and particularly in connection
with pregnancy coming to full-term (Gen. 25:24 rnV? H'Eb \Xt??>rl).
384 E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob, 598.
385 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 232. The reading of 'months' as subject of this verb
(icontra MT) has led the Qumran translator to modify the gender of the verb (fem. to masc.) in order to
conform it to the subject. It is not uncommon for the translator of 11Q10 to add a suffix in order to make
explicit what is perceived as being implied by the Hebrew. See 'Translator's Intervention' (Conclusion).
133
goats bring forth? Do you observe the calving of the hinds?' and the remainder of verse
2 which follows the clause under discussion, (...and do you know the time of their
birthing?') it seems most likely that the Syriac translator has made a stylistic judgement
and simply passed by this verb in his translation, perceiving that its omission would not
deprive his rendering ('Do you keep count of the number of months?') of any significant
meaning.386
orphan mnVan imV* 39:3T : 1 : /v ••:••• T : A : Uv •• : - T : - : • \
nttnn irr^nm xxxix. 3 jito pb* hqio
pmsre jrtena ]imn i^on/pon Rtgjob
..tA-.CI ,^i?3r<ro P-Job
They bow themselves, they bring forth their young, Thev cast out their pains. ASV
They crouch to drop their young, thev get rid of their burdens NJB
The Hebrew follows on from verse 2 above with a series of three short verbal
phrases, consciously or unconsciously recreating the repetition and gradual progress of
the birthing act itself. The targumist and the Qumran translator both provide transla¬
tions which at least in formal terms correspond closely to the Hebrew text. (V, Np + V,
Np + V)387 The Syriac translator's treatment of the preceding verse foreshadows his
386 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 166 includes this instance among others classified as due to 'intra-
verse influence'. Although she does not justify her classification of this particular omission, it would
seem that she has understood this omission as resulting from the translator's desire to harmonise the two
halves of the verse (perceiving that the first was unnecessarily overloaded by nixVfcn). As she herself
observes (p. 164) intra-verse influence and redundancy may work together to produce an omission in the
Syriac rendering. In light of the explicit and almost over-loaded context, the mention of 'counting
months' has clearly been perceived by the Syriac translator as so unambiguous as not to require the elabo¬
ration provided by this Hebrew verb.
387The Qumran translation diverges from the Hebrew in a slightly different way however. 1 lQiU has ren¬
dered MT rpsnbn 'they kneel/crouch' as if it governs the direct object of the clause jjTlVl whereas in
the MT it is the subsequent verb which takes this direct object. This redivision of the first clause appears
to have meant that the translator of 11Q10 has generalised the MT imperfect verb and translated with a
participle 'they bear'. F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 157 describes 1 IQIO's translation here
as a 'plain rendering'. E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 31 notes that the translator uses a 'sim¬
pler idiom' here and elsewhere in this verse.
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modification of verse 3 here where the Peshitta preserves a much reduced translation.
First, the Syriac translator provides both a waw conjunction and a temporal conjunction
'when' in order to establish a more fluent co-ordination between verse 2 and 3 in
388the Peshitta of Job. Because the Syriac 'to bow, bend, kneel' must clearly corre¬
spond to rttinpfi, the two remaining sets of verbal phrases appearing in the Hebrew
(mnVsri and Orpbnn) are apparently represented by the Syriac transla¬
tor with a single verb, .AI. In grammatical terms the Syriac translator has provided a
single verb phrase (without direct object) where the Hebrew possesses two verb phrases
(each possessing an object). In semantic terms, the two more elaborate or explicit He¬
brew clauses have been summarised by a single generic Syriac rendering. The Hebrew
text's explicit and repetitive narration of the birth of a calf has apparently been seen as
stylistically unnecessary and overloaded and the Syriac version has been contracted ac¬
cordingly. While this type of reductive translation tends to frustrate attempts to deter¬
mine precisely which elements have or have not been omitted, it is nevertheless clear
both that the Syriac translator has produced a rendering which lacks many elements of
the Hebrew (and the other Aramaic translations) and that the most likely motivation
would appear to be the translator's perception that some elements in the Hebrew were
stylistically redundant.389 While the NJB's English translation does provide a fuller for¬
mal representation of the Hebrew than does the Syriac, the provision of an infinitival
construction ('crouch to drop' vs. ASV) would seem to represent a stylistic contraction
or reduction similar to that attested by P-Job.
388For further discussion of P-Job's treatment of the waw conjunction see Part Three below.
389 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 331 also observes that perceived redundancy has led the
translator to omit material in his rendering of this verse. His suggestion that P-Job simply omits verse 3b
due to its similarity to verse 3a. seems somewhat simplistic in light of the generic nature of
135
na*? ^Dizrx'Vi ixr nan 1ST omra ^rr 39:4
it /t : : t at - j : • v •• : \j : : -
xxxii, 4 ann *6i ip23 ips^i jmn pp" iiqio
:])nb pn^n xb)}ip*r *m:nn per prran p/i^rro Rtgjob
,y. \mnAvs*io y-.cn. 1 -i y. nifaci P-Job
Their young ones become strong, they grow up in the open; they go forth, and do not return to
them. RSV
In verse 4, the Hebrew poet goes on to describe the process by which the new¬
born animals mature. While 11Q10 and RtgJob apparently make some attempt to render
each element of the Hebrew text, we are again confronted with a Syriac text which is
noticeably abbreviated when compared to either the Hebrew text or its sister Aramaic
translations.390 While the Hebrew provides two clauses describing the maturation proc¬
ess: "135 B1T33 IpVD? 'their young grow strong, they grow up in the wild', the Sy¬
riac translator has apparently chosen instead to collapse the two statements into a single
verbal phrase y,cn". i-. 'their young grow up' which once again suggests that
the translator has perceived the elaboration of the Hebrew text on this topic as stylisti¬
cally unnecessary. It might seem reasonable to suggest that because the Syriac translator
has here provided a translation (^=1^) which is cognate to the second of the two He¬
brew verbs (T3T), it is TpbfP which has been omitted, but this is difficult (and ulti¬
mately unnecessary) to prove. What seems evident, however, is that the perceived
similarity of the two Hebrew phrases has led to their reduction by the Syriac translator.
In the second half of the verse, we see that both the Qumran translator and the targumist
have again provided translations which retain the antithetical structure of the Hebrew
and represent the formal elements of the Hebrew quite closely (V + conj + neg. particle
+ V + Pp). P-Job's version of the last half of 39:4 is on the other hand composed of a
390 1 1Q10 has however apparently rendered "133 "IST 'they grow up outside/in the field' with a single
form IpS"1! 'they (fem) send out' ( M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 152). For the Aramaisms in this
verse, see R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 456.
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single verb 'and (they) are weaned'. It seems quite clear that this rendering
parallels that of v.4a in its telescopic treatment of the Hebrew text—obviously inter¬
preting the antithetical 'going forth and not returning' as an overly elaborate Hebraic
-)q1
explanation of the weaning of the young. Again, the translator appears to have under¬
stood the Hebrew text quite clearly, but chosen to sacrifice a full representation of the
formal elements of the Hebrew in favour of a shorter translation which conveys the de¬
sired interpretation to the Syriac reader.
:nns rn'iD'tti xns nVtf-'o 39:5
-1" • j • r / : a* : t vJv -i- • i*
xxxii, 5 Kris? ■pum pnn "in runs p iiqio
tnxe? p x-rnr mn in *rrno nns p Rtgj0b
TOJJ53 .y\( )ci ia rtxi-i* n-ir ciiio P-Job
Who let the wild donkey go free? Who untied his ropes? NIV
Who has let the ass of the fields go free? or ( ) made loose the bands of the loud-voiced
beast? BBE
In the next verse, 39:5, all three Aramaic versions of Job make use of roughly the
same Aramaic idiom (Verb + Klin ~Q) to render the Heb. pDll NTS rf?tZ7~',i7p 'who set
the onager free' despite each using a different main verb. It is in the second half of
the verse where we see the Syriac translator diverging from the Hebrew source text and
the translations preserved in the other Aramaic versions. The Peshitta of Job under¬
stands the MT pi. rrnp'/D 'bands, cords' as a series of restraints which are, according to
39lIt would seem unlikely that H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 297 is correct to see P-Job's ^AmiAsici
'and are weaned' as a rendering ofMT 1311 given that a cognate form has already been utilised in the
Syriac translation of this verse. Similarly improbable is the reading ofG. Rignell, The Peshitta to the
Book ofJob, 331 who sees this form as a translation of1pbn\ on the (insufficient) grounds that the forms
share two root letters.
392 C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 85 notes that this Aramaic idiom is also used in Tg. Onqelos and Ps-J
(Ex. 21:26, 27).
137
the translator, most suitably represented in the Syriac by 'yoke'393 But more inter¬
esting for the present discussion is the Syriac translator's treatment of MT "Vp. In the
preceding chapter, we noted that at 34:13, the Qumran translator failed to represent the
second of two interrogative pronouns due to its perceived redundancy. Here we see that
both the Qumran text and that of the targumist preserve equivalents to the pronoun. But,
as with the Qumran translator in 34:13, the Syriac translator has here opted to omit a
translation of the second Vp, apparently perceiving that the first interrogative pronoun
g-lso could do 'double-duty' according to the canons of Syriac style within which he op¬
erated.394 In this connection, it is also worthwhile noting the Syriac's apparent equiva¬
lent for MT 717V. While the Qumran translator and targumist provided cognate
equivalents for the Hebrew, the Peshitta opts to represent Till? in a different manner.
Despite the fact that different lexemes are in use in the first (X73) and second (717V)
stichs, the semantic difference between the two has apparently been perceived as negli¬
gible.395 This perceived synonymy has resulted in the Peshitta's pronominal represen¬
tation m-iin \\ 'let the yoke slip from him') in an attempt to avoid the repetition
of the noun.396 While this latter modification is best described in formal terms as a sub¬
stitution, both it and the obvious omission of the interrogative pronoun in P-Job's trans¬
lation must be attributed to the translator's tendency to dispense with elements in the
source text which he perceived to be stylistically redundant. Although no single English
translation provides parallels of both adaptations discussed above, the NIV provides an
example of pronoun substitution for stylistic reasons while the translation preserved in
393 For H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 293, this is an example of contextual translation. While it
would be unwise to always draw a hard and fast line between categories, in this case because there is some
semantic connection between the source lexeme 'bonds, cords' and target lexeme 'yoke' it seems that this
adjustment should be understood as a contextual specification (182).
394 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 331 notes without explanation that the pronoun has been
omitted in P-Job.
395 Both BDB and KB3 supply 'wild ass' as the English gloss for X7S and 7Y7J7.
396 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 331.
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the BBE illustrates how English translators may be constrained in ways quite similar to
their ancient Syriac counterparts.
Weitzman, in his recent introduction to the Syriac version of the Old Testament,
suggests that Job 39:3-4 (along with other passages in Job) were compressed by the Sy-
397riac translator due to the difficulty of the text. While these verses are by no means the
easiest within the Hebrew text of Job, the above analysis of these verses would suggest
that this compression has taken place for other reasons. As we have seen, even in pro¬
ducing a radically reductive rendering, the Syriac translator appears to have understood
the text he was translating (see e.g. 39:4b). And when viewed within the context of
39:2-5, we see that the omission/compression of material in vv 3 and 4 fits well indeed
with the translator's manifest tendency to omit material which he perceived as superflu¬
ous to an acceptable Syriac rendering of the Hebrew.
The above discussion of the Syriac rendering of 39:2-5 has treated a range of
modifications—some outright omissions but others less easily classified. From this we
see that the theoretical line between omission and substitution, while often clear and
distinct, is on occasions rather blurred. But while some of the examples presented here
from the beginning of chapter 39 have eluded strict classification in formal terms, all
reflect the Syriac translator's tendency to reduce the length and complexity of the text
due to its perceived redundancy not merely sporadically but also in a sustained way.
In P-Job's version of 34:12 we see that the Syriac translation diverges both from
the Hebrew and the other Aramaic versions in its treatment of the beginning of the verse.
397 M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old Testament, 45.
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nwx''? HW'I jpttfT-K'1? *?K ni^x-ntt 34:12
it : /•• - : 1 - - : - a* : - 1 /•• t : t ' —
[... ] k-ioi -iper xxiv, 7 xnbx ans J2sn[...] hqio
kti bpbp* *6 nm rrrr *6 anba atoehpa d-d Rtgiob
n^uions' Ani-A^n nfcnXrY' r<X .r<XcLA. T —i *s r^X r^cnXr^ <^\-» nfi_. TJt ( ) P-Job
Yea, of a surety, God will not do wickedly, Neither will the Almighty pervert justice. ASV
( ) Of a truth, God will not do wickedly, and the Almighty will not pervert justice. RSV
Although only the first portion of the Qumran text's translation of this verse is
preserved, it is sufficient to note that the resounding negative assertion of the Hebrew
398has become a rhetorical question in 11Q10. Our focus here, however, is on the Ara¬
maic versions' treatment of ni??R_tlK 'surely, truthfully (i.e., in truth)'399 The Qumran
translation has provided a temporal particle 'now' in place of Heb. IK 'surely' per¬
haps in order to differentiate its renderings of the two successive Hebrew asseveratives.
The targumist responsible for RtgJob's version of the Hebrew represents both elements
of the source text in his translation (XCDttflplH D"Q) adding a preposition -H before the
nominal 'truth' in order to bring the translation in line with one of the charac¬
teristic expressions of this adverb in Aramaic.400 The treatment of the double assevera-
tive in the Qumran translation finds a parallel in the Syriac text in terms of the percep¬
tion of its repetition. But where the translator responsible for 11Q10 opts to substitute
]io 'now' for Heb. ^K 'surely', the Syriac translator has simply omitted the latter parti¬
cle in his target text. H. Szpek, noting that Syriac A. nri_. 'truly' is most often en-
398 E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 23 observes that this modification (substitution of interroga¬
tive he for Hebrew Kb) is paralleled in the LXX. Although the rhetorical question of the following verse
(34:13) 'Who appointed him over the earth.. .etc?' is not retained in 1 IQIO's translation, the Qumran
translator has apparently attempted to relate his rendering to v. 12 here.
399 R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 386 suggests that this repetition is an indicator ofElihu's passionate con¬
victions.
400G. Dalman, Grammatik des Jiidisch-Palastinischen Aramaisch (Darmstadt: 1905) § 42.4. The provi¬
sion of a preposition (albeit a different one) is also attested in some English translations.
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countered as a rendering of03&K observes that ^K is omitted in the Syriac translation of
the double asseverative both here and at 19:4.401 Because this expression appears in the
Hebrew Bible only here and at Job 19:4, it is difficult to determine whether this omis¬
sion/reduction is to be attributed to a linguistic constraint operative in translating from
Hebrew to Syriac or simply a stylistic preference of the translator. In either case, how¬
ever, the evident motivation for this omission is the perception that the representation of
D3&K with <k. -Li has made the provision of an equivalent for IK unnecessary. While
the linguistic-stylistic constraints operative in the ASV's translation (1901) of the He¬
brew allow for a full representation in its English rendering ('Yea, of a surety') its suc¬
cessor, the RSV (1952), like the Syriac, prefers to provide an equivalent for only one of
the two Hebrew terms and omits 'yea' accordingly.
9prr per 27:17
rfrsr np***pp /nfijb/npaqpp] [...] iiqio
^or arroi crab vr aprai ppn"1 Rtgjob
,^\°i 1 ( ) ^ocn ifti-so ..r-i\ i r<n .no .clloAu .euro P-Job
he may pile it up, but the just will wear it, and the innocent will divide the silver. RSV
Many scholars have found the placing of certain portions of Job 27 in the mouth
of Job himself to be problematic and have thus suggested alternative attributions.402 Re¬
gardless of its attribution, the fragmentary preservation of the Qumran translation here at
27:17 focuses our attention perforce on the Aramaic versions' rendering of the latter half
of the verse. The Qumran translator provides Aramaic ntD",,"'Cyp 'the innocent, upright'
401
H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 228. We have already seen in our discussion of 35:13 how the
particle "|K is also omitted at the beginning of the verse in P-Job's version.
402 M. Pope, Job, 187 for instance, sees 27:8 as the beginning of Zophar's rejoinder to Job, while S.R.
Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (I), 229 see verses 11-12 as a Joban interjection in 7-23 which
should then tentatively be attributed to Zophar.
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as an equivalent of the absolute form ^"73 in the Hebrew text.403 The pairing of and
,J73 in parallel stichs also takes place earlier in Job at 22:19 and there, as here, the trans¬
lator ofRtgJob provides the appropriate Aramaic equivalents and ''iOT
respectively). In P-Job's version of 22:19, these same lexemes appear in Syriac guise
and re^\), but here in 27:17 we see that the translator has treated this word-pair
in a different fashion. In the first portion of the verse the expected equivalent (r<o_..n) is
provided, but in the second part 1j?3 fails to receive representation in the Syriac transla¬
tion. (Apart from the omission, the translator's rendering of 27:17b departs but little
from the Hebrew text \)°>' ( ) 'and their silver/money he divides'.404)
Although the grammatical subject is made clear from the inflection of the verbal form
the decision to omit a rendering of ,j?3 means that the antecedent of this verb is
now the cognate translation (rea_..n) of the first stich which parallels it.405 It seems most
likely that the translator's omission of the second of these two synonymous terms here
results from a perception that the explicit repetition of the latter term would overload the
Syriac rendering of the verse in light of the occurrence of reo-..n earlier in the verse.406
The fact that both members of this word pair are preserved in the Syriac version of 22:19
is a reminder that stylistic preference is precisely that—preference—and that the search
for standardisation and rigorous consistency in rendering will often be frustrated by the
art of the translator. Nevertheless, the above example does substantiate and corroborate
earlier illustrations of the Syriac translator's tendency to omit elements in translation
which he deemed to be superfluous in a idiomatic Syriac rendering of the Hebrew text.
403 If B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 399 is correct to see the final heh of the 11Q10 fomi as
a marker of the emphatic form as opposed to an indicator of the 3rd f. sg form (M. Pope, Job, 192) he may
also be right in suggesting that the Aramaic translator has intended to clarify for his reader, the collective
sense of the reference to 'the innocent'.
404 The addition of the 3rd masc. pi. suffix serves to reiterate the antecedent 'evildoers' (v. 13).
405
A. Mandl, Die Peschitta zum Hiob, 26; E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1899) 40.
406
H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 163.
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9Ym& WYix Ya-irn dtx-'zd 36=25' I T •• / • - v: A IT /T T T
|ipnn f... pl^mo xxviii, 3 xoodi pn Tn^s? kcwk bb[i hqio
:|Tmi3 sag rrn ]n?^n tfr-n Sd Rtgjob
.r^niiCii ^ ClflL.lr^ ( )o (CDClr^uj r<x_lr< , 1 -iQ P-Job
All men have looked on it; man beholds it from afar. RSV
All people have looked on it; everyone watches it from far away. NRSV
Having exhorted his hearers to praise the work of the LORD (VbVD) in the pre¬
ceding verse 24, Elihu now in verse 25 affirms this work as universally observable.
Again, as with the previous example the Hebrew employs a synonymous parallel struc¬
ture in order to convey this thought. And again, the Qumran translator and the targu-
mist supply equivalents for the subject of the first half of the verse (DTK) and its coun¬
terpart in the second (UP'3X). Here in v.25a of chapter 36 we see that the translator of P-
Job has chosen to provide the anticipated Syriac rendering (r^ure ,_iA) of Hebrew
□IK.407 Where its counterpart IZAix appears in the second stich, however, the Syriac
translator does not provide an explicit representation of the subject, preferring to rely on
the verb cux..tk' 'they see' to provide the specification of subject.408 While this exact
word pair does not appear in the same order elsewhere in Job, the pairing of terms refer¬
ring to man, mankind or humans does appear frequently.409 The fact that in each of
these instances, the Syriac translator provides representation of terms in both stichs in
his Peshitta version of Job raises the question of why an equivalent has not been sup¬
plied in this case. The answer seems to lie not only in v.25 but also in the final words of
407 The interpretation of the Hebrew as a collective has apparently led to the selection of a Syriac plural
equivalent. For discussion of P-Job's treatment of collectives see H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 64-
65.
408 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 305 and H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 163. The
Qumran translation's equivalent for Hebrew iih'iit, parallels the Syriac translation ofD7N in
the 25a, as does its use of a plural verb form (ppD'1).
409 See for instance 4:17, 10:5, 25:6, 14:10, 16:21, 33:17, 34:11, 37:7, 38:26. Terms used in these verses
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v.24 before it. There we note that the final stich of the MT (:Q",p'3K VTftf?' TJPX) 'which
men have praised' anticipates the repeated appearance of these terms in verse 25 with
the provision of the undetermined agent as subject.410 While under normal cir¬
cumstances, the repetition of terms such as DTK and in parallel stichs was clearly
not seen as requiring modification in the Syriac translation, the appearance of a substan¬
tially synonymous term (D'UfaX) at the end of the immediately preceding verse here in
chapter 36 has clearly led the translator to abandon a rendering of the last of these terms
in 36:25b. Here again, when the stylistic constraint of redundancy is triggered, the Sy¬
riac translator is willing and able to pass over elements which he deems to be superflu¬
ous for an adequate translation.
Summary of Unique Omissions in P-Job
Unlike the assessment of the Qumran translation, the question of whether or not
material has in fact been omitted in the Syriac version or has simply been lost in the deg¬
radation of the manuscript is not one which requires the same attention. If, however,
this particular element of uncertainty is removed from the analysis with respect to P-Job,
the specific reasons for a portion of text going unrepresented in the Syriac version of Job
are, on several occasions, no more clear than was the case with the Qumran transla¬
tion.411
While there are instances where the cause of the omission is now obscure, it does
also appear to be the case that on several occasions the Syriac translator has passed over
elements in the source text as a result of the challenges posed by the Hebrew text. The
include UhJX, 131, DTK 12, tns, tf'X (sg. and pi.).
<10A misreading of the text has led the Syriac translator to include a rendering of V3 in his version of
36:24b: ^ r<x_i
411 In some cases the uncertainty in assessing an omission is rather to be located in the issue of formal
classification. It is the, at times, fuzzy line between substitution and omission (see discussion of Job
39:2,5) which explains why some modifications classified as omissions by Szpek (21:7, 36:33, 39:2) have
been treated as substitutions in the present discussion. Their inclusion here would however not materially
alter the conclusions of our study.
144
important point for the present discussion is not the precise assessment of the Syriac
translator's ability to deal with the Hebrew text, but rather the fact that the translator,
when confronted by a text which was perceived as problematic in some way, was willing
to omit a range of elements in his Syriac translation in an attempt to ameliorate the
situation.
Other examples presented from the Syriac translation of Job suggest that, like the
Qumran translation, certain elements may be omitted by the Syriac translator not pri¬
marily because they themselves were perceived as problematic but because the transla¬
tor's understanding or modification of the surrounding co-text or verse as a whole has
rendered their inclusion unnecessary or inappropriate in the production of an adequate
Syriac text.
The quite substantial differences between Hebrew and Syriac in matters of lan¬
guage and style bring us again to a series of omissions which, as was the case with the
Qumran translation, seem to be best located at various points along a linguistic-stylistic
continuum. As with 11Q10, it is not always easy to draw a hard and fast line between
linguistic necessity and stylistic preference with respect to the Syriac translator's omis¬
sion of a given element, but certain trends with regard to P-Job's rationale for omitting
elements in translation may nevertheless be discerned in several of the examples which
were discussed.
While some modifications are best understood as linguistically required by the
difference between the source language (Hebrew) and the Syriac target language, other
omissions are not as regular in their occurrence, being found in some instances but not in
others. The lack of uniformity would seem to suggest that the constraint at work in these
latter cases is not linguistic necessity but the stylistic preference of a translator bent on
providing an acceptably idiomatic Syriac rendering.
One specific manifestation of the translator's stylistic preferences can be seen in
the comparatively large number of examples where an element in the Hebrew text fails
to receive representation in the Syriac translation due to its perceived redundancy.
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Whether particle, prepositional phrase, suffix or noun, the Syriac translator feels free to
omit the element of the Hebrew text if it is perceived as superfluous and unnecessary for
an acceptable Syriac rendering. The clearest examples of such adaptations are those in
which a synonymous or nearly synonymous element precedes the one which has been




Having dwelt at some length on the phenomenon of omission in the Syriac and
Qumran versions of Job, we now shift our focus to the third translation, the Rabbinic
targum of Job. As was the case with its sister translations, modifications of omission
have received no systematic treatment in the study of the targum. Indeed, it is almost
safe to say that the topic has gone entirely unmentioned when the subject of translation
technique has been raised.412 This assessment seems to hold true even when more recent
treatment of the targum is considered. Although Mangan, in the introduction to her
English translation, deals with the question of the targum's approach to rendering the
Hebrew text, no specific attention is given to explicitly differentiating modes of repre¬
sentation and her discussion focuses on modification involving either substitution or ad¬
dition.413 Indeed even R. Weiss' extensive work on the targum of Job (to which Man¬
gan' s discussion is heavily indebted) makes only slight mention of the phenomenon of
omission.414 It is in the light of this lack of previous attention to omission, that we turn
now to an examination of examples in the Rabbinic targum of Job.
412 E. L. Epstein A Critical Analysis ofChapters One to Twenty-six ofthe Targum to the Book ofJob,
(PhD dissertation Univ. of Chicago, 1941) 93ff. enumerates several characteristics ofRtgJob's translation.
While his observation that the RtgJob modifies the number (sg. to pi. and vice versa) in relation to the MT
suggests that the portion of text analysed by Epstein was scmtinised by him in some detail, no mention of
omission is to be found in his discussion.
413 See C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 14.
414 R. Weiss, TPN bDOb ,?3bXn Dnnn, 220-9. Weiss' reference to the omission ofmaterial with regard to
the translation of recurrent phrases (220) does not seem to be supported by textual examples in the mate¬
rial which follows (220-9).
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VkV TWnrr^ 7'ii7 xirroa 31:28
- IT • J** T • : \- • 1 • a* • : u T \ -
[... xjbs?D xnbxb xix, 3 rhpo...] 11Q10
:*6V?-p xnbxu rvn^rD nnx tf-ns |rmo Kin iinb Rtgjob
.rPcnAp^ TD.T-O A\-=i.TCi ^r<f .>& \ 1 ^ ^.mN -s r^ui am P-Job
this also would be an iniquity to be punished by the judges, for I should have been false to God
above. RSV
This also were an iniquity to be punished by the judges; For I should have denied (_) the God
that is above. ASV
Verse 28 of chapter 31 sees Job admit that, had he been seduced by the worship
of other gods, he would indeed be deserving of judgement.415 It is the second half of the
verse and its representation in the Rabbinic targum which is our focus here. The Qum-
ran translation agrees with the MT in representing the lamedh before the divine name
(bxb / while the translator of P-Job also provides a preposition in the same po¬
sition but supplies p.in where the MT possesses lamedh416 The translator responsible
for the Rabbinic targum of Job, however, does not appear to provide any equivalent for
this element of the Hebrew text, despite the fact that where this same Hebrew verb
(tt>TD) is used at 8:18 with the preposition -2 (72 't£TD) RtgJob agrees with the MT in
supplying Aramaic 212 and 2, the cognate preposition.417 The key to understanding
the targumist's omission here appears to be located not purely within the targum of Job
itself but also in the related targum of the Psalms. R. Weiss' detailed study of the Tar-
415 For discussion of verse 27 'and my hand kissed my mouth' and possible Near Eastern parallels see M.
Pope, Job, 235.
416 See 6:28 where P-Job also makes use of this preposition in conjunction with this verb. The use of this
preposition suggests that the Syriac translation should perhaps be understood as intending a 'lack of faith¬
fulness before God' rather than the I-Iebrew version which suggests denial or lying to God. See R. Payne-
Smith, A Compendious Syriac Dictionaiy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1903) (hereafter Payne-Smith) 204-5
and H. Szpek's translation in Translation Technique, 216.
4,7 While two of the Sephardi witnesses (PI T) within the MS tradition of RtgJob preserve a variant here at
31:28 (rP3"0"73) it is clear that this variant owes its existence to an inner-Aramaic confusion of 2 and 2.
See D.M. Stec, The Text ofthe Targum ofJob, 214 for full citation of variants.
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gum of Job showed that substantial similarities existed between it and the Targum of
Psalms in terms of lexicon and choice of translation equivalents.418 In the Hebrew text
of Psalms the verb 1£TD appears in conjunction with the preposition lamedh and in all
three locations, it is clear from the context that the construction must mean 'to cringe
(i.e. tremble in obedience or submission).'419 In TgPsalms 66:3, where the Hebrew text
reads: ( jjb 1UTD'') 'your enemies will cringe before you' the targumist faithfully
reproduces the Hebrew expression: ■f inw. Where the expression appears in the
MT at 81:16 fVlttfrTD'! HIPP 'the despisers of the LORD will cringe before him'
it is again translated in a precise and literal fashion by TgPsalms (JTr I'DID"').420 As
already mentioned, in chapter 8, verse 18 of Job we find the more common use of 1£TD
where it takes -2 and has the meaning of 'to deny'. When we turn to the construction at
31:28 it is also clear from the context that the meaning must be 'to deny' but we see that
in the Hebrew here the verb nevertheless takes the lamedh. Remembering that in the
Psalms *7 + U?TD refers to cringing in obedience or submission, it is easy now to see that
the lamedh preposition has failed to be represented by the targumist due to the potential
ambiguity which would arise if it were included here, where the expression can in no
way be construed as referring to 'cringing' but must refer to the denial of God.421 In
other words, for the targumist to have rendered the lamedh here in 31:28 would have
introduced an unacceptable source of confusion/ambiguity in light of the understanding
('to cringe submissively' = + t£TD ) already established in the closely related
targum of Psalms.
418
R. Weiss, DTK 7DDb '07X77 M7n77, 74. See 93ff. for expressions in common between these two texts.
C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 13 provides an abbreviated list in the introduction to her translation. She
follows Weiss in seeing the parallel expressions as significant but not themselves necessarily requiring the
supposition of a common translator.
419 Ps. 18:45, 66:3 and 81:16; BDB, ttTO (3).
420 In Ps. 18:45 the MT: WMttTp'! is rendered by TgPsalms (ed. de Lagarde) slightly differently:
to-D".
421 The inappropriateness of this translation is exemplified by hypothetically substituting this expression in
the RSV's translation...: *'this also would be an iniquity to be punished by the judges, for I should have
been cringing before God above'.
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Another example of the targumist's apparent omission of an element which ap¬
pears in the Hebrew text is drawn from the Aramaic translation of Job 42:5,
Syrian TS? nnvi Vfwatf 42:5* : it t /• •• t — : ' a* : — : ' •„•/ — r* :
"[nrn xxxvii, 8 •to ~[nr^ pa 11Q10
: -p*1 rrran *6 ts? ( )i -jrr mi Rtgjob
.<j\b\\x> r<fcn , 1 . \ r<xroa .uyA\ rdl.lr^T Ocd rd_^>ucA P-Job
I had heard of thee by the hearing of the ear, but now my eye sees thee; RSV
Although it may not be entirely clear in what way Job's eye has 'seen', what is
evident in Job 42:5 is the contrast between hearing and seeing.422 The contrast is pushed
home by the use of the conjunction and the common Hebrew adverb of time nip 'but
now'. At 30:16 this same construction is rendered faithfully by the Aramaic versions with
(11Q10) ]"l~m (RtgJob) and, rCrmo (P-Job). Here, however, while the Syriac and
Qumran translations provide these same equivalents for the Hebrew, most witnesses within
the RtgJob textual tradition fail to provide their readers with the anticipated equivalent of
Hebrew nfw.423 While it might be reasonable to attribute the omission of such an element
to error or some other incidental motivation, closer examination of the Rabbinic targum's
translation of this verse suggests that the cause for the text's deficiency here lies elsewhere.
Specifically, it is important to note that while a few witnesses to RtgJob (K 2 S 1?) follow
422 M. Pope, Job, 348 rejects Tur-Sinai's suggestion that an earlier form of the book of Job made more of
the divine self-revelation. S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (I), 372 nicely summarise one view
of the contrast: 'Vision is here contrasted as direct personal experience ofwhat a person is and does with
hearing as knowledge at second-hand, knowledge of some other's experience or report of that person,
knowledge which, even if not mingled with error, as was the traditional doctrine of God, which had been
passed on to Job, must at best be blurred and indistinct.'
423 Some RtgJob witnesses from Stec's Group 2 (T 1"! K) and Group 3 (3 3) preserve the expected Aramaic
equivalent (]1"D). The fact that one of the Group 1 MSS (3) shows a later hand 'correcting' its deficient
manuscript by supplying |T13 suggests the possibility that some of the above manuscripts, having origi¬
nally lacked this equivalent, may also have been supplied with it at some point during the textual transmis¬
sion process.
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the MT fintO nriy 'now my eyes see/have seen you') at this point the majority
reading offers a radically different suggestion: "jit rron vb tb 'my eye has not seen
you'. Michael Klein, a scholar well-familiar with such adjustments presents the Rabbinic
targum's treatment of Job 42:5 as a textbook example of the 'converse translation
technique'—a modification which is effected by the translator in a variety ofways in order
to 'convert' (i.e., reverse) the meaning of the source text.424 If it is clear that some part of
the RtgJob tradition has reversed the meaning of the Hebrew text such that Job's claim is
that his eye has not seen the deity, we are entitled to inquire why such a modification has
taken place. In his thorough analysis of divine revelation in the Pentateuchal targumim,
Chester links the use of for nNT with the theme that God cannot be seen and
presents a number of renderings in the Pentateuch which demonstrate targumic awareness
of and sensitivity to this issue.425 With respect to the targum of Job for example, at 21:27
the MT shows an active construction 'I [Job] know your thoughts'(DTrnptpHQ Tl^T [H)
where the passive appears in Aramaic pDrntfno pba '(your thoughts) are
revealed before me'. This same treatment of verbs such as S7T 'to know', HXT 'to see' or
VfoUi 'to hear' in connection with primarily (but not exclusively426) the divine subject
appears with various degrees of frequency and consistency throughout RtgJob and indeed
427
large parts of the targumic corpus. It seems then most reasonable to connect this
424 M. Klein, 'Converse Translation: A Targumic Technique' Biblica 57 [4] (1976) 529 n.31. The means
of achieving this end include addition or deletion of the negative particle, replacement of verb, resolution
of rhetorical question etc. See also recently R.P. Gordon, "'Converse Translation".
425 Gen. 32:31, 33:10; Ex 24:10, 11; 33:11, 20, 23. As A. Chester, Divine revelation and divine titles in
the Pentateuchal targumim TSAJ 14 (Tubingen : Mohr, 1986) 362 notes, '...PJ (Pseudo-Jonathan) has
the most developed interpretation, but the various devices used by the different Targumim indicate a con¬
sistent refusal on the part of all the Targumim to allow the possibility that God can be seen.'
426 The use of such constructions in contexts where the deity's transcendence is not at stake (R. Weiss,
DTK DDOb Dlim, 209 also notes its occurrence in non-divine contexts.) may suggest a complicated
history for these types of expressions.
427 A. Chester, Divine revelation, 20 notes that the expression is found commonly in the pentateuchal tar¬
gumim and latter prophets, primarily although not exclusively, with a divine subject in connection with
verbs such as 'to know', 'to see' or 'to hear'. It also appears in the Latter Prophets, e.g. I Kgs. 8:39; II
Kgs. 8:30. In RtgJob, this equivalence also appears at 23:10 (MT Subj.: God), 30:23 (MT Subj.: Job) (al¬
though in both cases one or more Group 2 MSS read the Aramaic cognate 1?T). For the use of D~Ip in the
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particular application of the converse translation technique to the targumist's
theological/ideological concern to avoid Job's explicit claim to have seen the deity with his
own eyes. What light then does this modification shed on our primary concern in this
verse—the omission of the temporal adverb nrtJ7 in the majority of witnesses to the
targumic text of Job?428 As mentioned above, in the Hebrew version of 42:5
TP 57 rmyi '^H-157DU7 |fX~57DU7"V 'by hearsay, I heard you but now my eye has seen
you' the adverb iiri57 functions to temporally contrast two aspects or phases of Job's
perception of the divine (hearing and seeing). The targumist's transformation of the
Hebrew into a negative statement ('by hearsay, I heard you but [now] my eye has not seen
you') renders the inclusion of the expected ]TT3 at best superfluous and at worst confusing,
for the contrast emphasised by the targumist is not a temporal one (hearing then, but seeing
now) but one of differing modes of perception {hearing, but not seeing). The fact that
several of the witnesses which diverge from the MT in showing the negative also do not
include an element corresponding to I"iri57 in their translation supports the link between the
two modifications.429 The above analysis would strongly suggest that a
theological/ideological constraint felt by the translator has had the knock-on effect of
requiring the exclusion of an element ()")"D) which would otherwise expect to receive
representation in the targum translation.430
targumim see M.L. Klein, 'The Preposition QDM ('before'): A Pseudo-Anti-Anthropomorphism in the
Targums' JThS 30 (1979) 502-507.
42s It is worth noting that in every other instance (18x) where Hebrew HPiy occurs in Job, the Rabbinic targum
supplies an equivalent expression.
429 Of the four witnesses which follow the MT and do not add the negative (K 3 3 S?) the first three also
represent rtRV with |T"D.
430 The fact that 17 preserves ]"HD but then adds the negative would tend to confirm the suggestion that it
is not the appropriateness of ]1~D, but rather the issue of divine revelation which is of primary importance
in this situation.
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Summary of Unique Omissions in RtgJob
In retrospect, it is not surprising that commentators on RtgJob have not given
much space to a discussion of omissions in their analysis of the RtgJob for there appears
to be in fact comparatively little to discuss. In the first instance of omission in the Rab¬
binic targum of Job, we saw that the primary motivation for excluding an element of the
Hebrew text was the translator's concern for a clear and intelligible text. In the case of
31:28, the translator apparently perceived (correctly?) that the preservation of an excep¬
tional use of a Hebrew construction (7 + IPtD) in his Aramaic translation would have
entailed an unacceptable level of ambiguity and confusion (vis-a-vis the deity) in light of
the translation of this expression in the related TgPsalms. What seems rather remark¬
able, however, is that this instance in 31:28 appears to be the one and only example of
this type of omission in RtgJob (or more accurately, that portion of RtgJob for which
parallel passages exist in both the Qumran and Syriac translations).
The targumic translation of Job 42:5 provides the present analysis with a second
instance of omission in RtgJob. In this case, however, it is the addition of the negative
particle for theological/ideological reasons which appears to have prompted the subse¬
quent exclusion of the Hebrew adverbial element in the Aramaic translation of the tar-
gumist. The relationship between these two modifications in all but one textual witness
to RtgJob suggests that the adverb has been omitted only because the preservation of
Aramaic was apparently perceived by the targumist as creating an impermissible
degree of confusion in light of the crucial change required by his theological/ideological
perspective.
Unlike the analysis of the other Aramaic versions, the very lack of other exam¬
ples of omission in the targumist's translation of Job makes the task of classification and
summary a rather tricky business. While the first modification seems to have forced
itself on the translator as a linguistic necessity due to the concern to avoid ambiguity
with respect to the deity, the second case of omission seems also to have been re-
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quired—but required as a result of a logically prior and theologically constrained modi¬
fication in the co-text.431
431 This distinction would seem to be supported by the parallel translations (Aramaic and English) of the
respective passages. In the first instance, the lamedh preposition provided by the Hebrew and preserved in
11Q10 and RSV(English) may also be omitted in English (ASV) and substituted in Aramaic (P-Job: pxo).
It is not surprising to find that the omission of the temporal adverb, with its origins in a preceding extra-
linguistic modification, finds no parallel in the other versions, whether English or Aramaic.
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Chapter 5
Omission in the Aramaic Versions of Job
Having looked at the phenomenon of omission in the three Aramaic versions of
Job in their own right, we are perhaps now in a better position to compare and contrast
their approaches to the Hebrew text and to suggest some answers to the questions set
forth at the beginning of this section. Clearly, the question of whether the Aramaic
translators of these three versions leave elements of the Hebrew text unrepresented must
be answered in the affirmative. Equally clear is the fact that this simple affirmative an¬
swer must be nuanced considerably in order to accurately and usefully reflect the simi¬
larities and differences which are evident when the Aramaic versions' attitudes toward
omission are seen in the light of each other.
In light of the substantial linguistic affinities of the three target dialects utilised
by the translators of the Aramaic versions of Job it is perhaps surprising that more ex¬
amples of shared omission were not uncovered in the course of the synoptic comparison.
The shared omissions which were uncovered did, however, in some respects foreshadow
the findings arrived at when each translation was studied in its own right. The sole in¬
stance of a minus shared by all three Aramaic versions involved the omission of a minor
element functioning as a grammatical specifier (suffix) which was apparently perceived
by all the translators as being incongruous within the context in which it was found.
This concern with a basic level of intelligibility was reflected to varying degrees in the
assessment of the individual translations which followed. The only other shared omis¬
sion was to be found in common between the Qumran and Peshitta versions of Job and
again it was a Hebrew suffix which was found to be lacking in these two translations.
While the Hebrew text in question seemed to be, if not problematic, at least irregular,
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the additional factor of a preceding modification was also seen to play a part in the
common omission.
Likewise, in the assessment of unique omissions in 11Q10 and P-Job we saw that
irregular or problematic Hebrew texts and modifications of the co-text were responsible
for the translators' exclusion of certain elements in translation. In light of the extremely
low number of unique omissions discovered in the Rabbinic targum of Job (2) it is, in
retrospect, hardly surprising that the Rabbinic targum should share no omissions with
either P-Job or 11Q10. Indeed, in light of the targum's lack of omissions it is somewhat
unexpected that even a single omission was found to be shared by all three Aramaic ver¬
sions.
In order to helpfully answer the question of what type of elements are omitted in
translation and why, it is necessary to look more closely at the ways in which the various
versions' agree and differ in their tendency to omit source text elements in translation.
From the outset it is worth remembering that the fragmentary state of the Qumran manu¬
script means that the analysis of omissions is complicated by two factors not encoun¬
tered in the Syriac and targum texts. In some cases there seems to be insufficient space
in 11Q10 to contain the expected representation of the Hebrew text. While many of
these suspected omissions are sizeable, determination of the cause for their absence in
the translation is difficult. A second complicating factor is the very real possibility that
an element in the Hebrew text which does not appear in a corresponding location in the
Qumran translation (i.e., an apparent omission) may have been in fact transposed to an¬
other position now no longer preserved in the Aramaic rendering.432
While the above features are unique to the Qumran translation, common ground
is found between P-Job and 11Q10 in other cases. In particular, both translations pres¬
ent instances where an element in the Hebrew text has been passed over in translation,
but the reason for the omission is not particularly clear. In comparison with the Qumran
text, the Syriac translation presents more examples of omission in which the precise
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cause for the deficiency is unclear, but the range of possible explanations displayed by
the two versions is basically similar (error and textual difficulty, linguistic-stylistic
and/or theological preferences, alternate Vorlage, inner-Aramaic textual corruption).433
A more significant parallel may be suggested by the Qumran and Syriac translators'
omission of the negative particle when translating the Hebrew into Aramaic/Syriac. In
neither case can we be sure of the precise motivation, but in both cases the translators of
P-Job (21:4) and 11Q10 (35:13) may have omitted the negative particle in order to pro¬
vide an acceptable rendering of what may have been perceived as an ideologically or
theologically difficult text. In any case, although the targumist is also willing to imple¬
ment the converse translation technique on ideological grounds (42:5), it is important to
note that this implementation in the targum is facilitated through the addition rather than
omission of the negative particle, as is the case in the Syriac and Qumran versions.434
The Qumran and Syriac versions also both bear witness to the fact that their
translators were willing to pass over an element in the source text because of the per¬
ceived challenge presented by a given Hebrew text. In most cases the element passed
over in translation is either a small functional word or morpheme rather than a large
portion of text. And in particular, it seems that prepositions and prepositional phrases
(P-Job: 36:7, 37:12; 11Q10: 29:7, 34:13, 42:11) were fair game for omission by both
translators when seen as contributing to a difficult Hebrew text. Again it must be re¬
membered that the 'problem' which has given rise to an instance of omission may have
stemmed from a lack of Hebrew linguistic competence or from a deficiency or corrup¬
tion within the Hebrew text itself. The important point, however, is that when a 'diffi¬
cult' text is encountered, both the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job may resort to omis¬
sion.
432 The phenomenon of transposition in 11Q10 is discussed in chapter 6.
433 This is neither surprising nor particularly significant. It seems obvious that if similarities were assessed
on the basis of what is uncertain in two texts then virtually any text could be compared favourably with
any other.
434 See chapter 3 [P-Job Omission] (21:4).
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While it has been suggested with respect to Chronicles that the Syriac transla¬
tor's ability to cope with a difficult Hebrew text suffers in comparison to that of his tar-
gumic counterpart,435 the above analysis does not provide significant substantiation of
this suggestion with respect to P-Job and RtgJob. It must be remembered that omission
is only one way of presenting the results of the translator's activity [mode of representa¬
tion] and that addition or substitution may also be employed by the translator when con¬
fronted by a text perceived as problematic.436 In light of this, we may only conclude
that whereas the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job seem willing to omit elements in order
to facilitate their translation of passages which they have perceived to be difficult, the
targumist does not provide illustrations of this tendency.
It is quite clear that on some occasions in both 11Q10 and P-Job, a textual minus
has arisen under the influence of a prior translation decision. In other words, the omis¬
sion of a given element seems to follow as a result of the translator's attempt to provide
an idiomatic expression in light of a modification in the immediate co-text. The general
impression suggested by these examples is that in both the Syriac and Qumran transla¬
tions, certain elements may be sacrificed in the translation process for the sake of idio¬
matic fluency. Specifically, both translators show a willingness to pass over preposi¬
tions as a result of the perception that their inclusion would not provide the necessary
sense in the re-constituted Aramaic text.437 As well, both translators exclude interroga¬
tive elements as a result of co-text considerations.438 The focus here is not the nature of
the 'prior' modification which has necessitated a given omission. These may range from
the translator's alternative verse division to their failure to come to grips with a difficult
Hebrew text. Rather the point to be emphasised is that the priority of preserving a for-
435 This seems to be one distinction which M.P. Weitzman, 'Is the Peshitta ofChronicles a Targum?', 193
makes between the targumist and the Syriac translator in their respective renderings of Chronicles.
436 At 38:25 for instance, although the targumist does not omit an element in his translation (like the Sy¬
riac translator), the large expansion is clearly provided as a means of making sense of a challenging text.
Likewise at 42:11 where the Qumran translator resolves an irregular Hebrew text through omission, the
targumist's full representation of each element of the source text is facilitated by means of supplementa¬
tion.
437 1 1Q10: 37:18, P-Job: 35:11.
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mal one-to-one rendering is overridden in the Qumran and Syriac translations not only
when a given element is perceived as inappropriate or unacceptable, but even when the
'problem' has been created by a modification of the surrounding textual fabric. This
would seem to emphasise that the primary priority for both of these translators is intelli¬
gibility and idiomatic fluency as well as underlining the suggestion that for them, the
primary unit of translation is the phrase rather than the word.439
The topic of idiomatic fluency leads directly to another group of omissions
which are found in common in the Qumran and Syriac versions of Job. In some cases it
seems to be the very reconstitution of the Hebrew text into the respective Aramaic target
dialects which has led to the textual minus, rather than a prior modification of the co-
text. The reconstitution of the source text into Aramaic involves both linguistic and sty¬
listic adaptation. In terms of these categories, elements are apparently omitted because
they are perceived by the translator as either not required i.e. constrained stylistically-
poetically or not permitted i.e. constrained linguistically, by the form of Aramaic into
which the translation is being made. While it is often apparent that a modification is
broadly linguistic/stylistic in nature, we must on some occasions be satisfied with locat¬
ing a given adaptation somewhere on a continuum between the stylistic and the linguis¬
tic. Nevertheless, in a few cases, the nature of the omissions within P-Job and 11Q10
suggest that they are more likely to be related to properly linguistic constraints. It is in¬
teresting to note that in addition to the Syriac's obvious linguistic tendency to leave the
interrogative he without representation, the most certain candidates for omission due to
language difference between Hebrew and Aramaic/Syriac are again prepositions.440
438 P-Job: 34:33 and 11Q10 34:13.
439 M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old Testament, 22-23 in discussing the issue of segmenta¬
tion with respect to the relationship between the Hebrew and Syriac texts in the Peshitta, concludes that
the translators of the Peshitta proceeded phrase-by-phrase and that the numerous cases of word-for-word
correspondence are simply due to the similarity of structure ofHebrew and Syriac.
440 For numerous examples of the omission of interrogative heh see discussion of 38:28 in chapter 3
above. Prepositions omitted due to language difference are found in 11Q10 (34:30) and P-Job (30:16). In
the case of P-Job's omission of prepositions at 33:28, 33:30 and 36:9 it is difficult to disentangle stylistic
and linguistic considerations.
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While a few modifications are best understood as linguistically required by the
difference between the source language (Hebrew) and the target languages of 11Q10 and
P-Job, other omissions which occur in these texts are not as regular in their implementa¬
tion. Constraints which mean that an element is omitted in one text, yet preserved else¬
where in the Aramaic translation in virtually an identical co-text suggest that the issue is
less one of linguistic constraint than stylistic preference. In other words, this type of ir¬
regularity speaks not of a linguistic constraint but rather suggests that some elements
have been in some sense passed over voluntarily by the translators of the Qumran and
Syriac versions of Job in an attempt to provide an idiomatic Aramaic rendering of the
Hebrew text of Job. Specifically while the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job show a will¬
ingness to represent the Hebrew particle on some occasions in Job, these translators
are also willing and able to leave it unrepresented in their Aramaic translations if it is
perceived as stylistically superfluous.441 These instances clearly show that the stylistic
constraint of economy of expression has in this case overridden any commitment the
Qumran and Syriac translators' might have felt to furnish an Aramaic equivalent for
each element in the Hebrew text. Indeed the above analysis clearly illustrates that the
perception of stylistic superfluousness in these two versions is not limited to minor par¬
ticles.442 The breakdown of elements omitted by these two versions suggests that while
both the translator of 11Q10 and that of P-Job perceive elements in the source text as
redundant, they differ in terms of which type of elements are more frequently perceived
as such. While the Qumran translator tends to omit more suffixes443 and verbs or verbal
phrases444 than his Syriac counterpart, the Peshitta translator is willing to omit a wider
range of elements as surplus to requirements445 and appears to do so on a more sustained
441 See for instance 11Q10 (35:14, 36:29) P-Job (34:12).
442 While some omissions are due to general stylistic preferences, the clearest examples of omissions due
to redundancy are those in which a synonymous or nearly synonymous element precedes, in close textual
proximity, the one which has been omitted (thereby explaining the translator's perception of redundancy).
443
(1 1Q10) 36:29, 40:8, 19:17, 29:10 (P-Job) 38:29.
444
(1 1Q10) 33:24, 40:12, 41:9, 42:11, 42:10 (P-Job) 39:2.
445 See for instance P-Job's perception of redundancy and resulting omission of another prepositional
phrase at 38:26 and an interrogative pronoun at 39:5.
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basis (39:2-5) than does the translator responsible for 11Q10. The translators, however,
are roughly similar in their perception and omission of nouns or noun phrases as redun¬
dant or superfluous.446
It is perhaps at this juncture that mention should be made of the two omissions
found in RtgJob. On first glance, the two instances do not seem to be related in terms of
motivation or cause. In one case the potential ambiguity of the Hebrew text has appar¬
ently required the omission of a preposition, while in the other case a prior addition
(theological-ideological motivation) has required that an element be omitted in order to
avoid the production of a nonsensical Aramaic translation in the targum text. These
types of modifications do find parallels in the Qumran and Syriac versions, and might
well have been discussed above, but the exceptional nature of these modifications by the
targumist prompts us to search for a fuller explanation for their implementation in the
targum. The fact that the targumist does not rely on omission elsewhere in order to re¬
solve perceived ambiguities may suggest that the translator has perceived these particu¬
lar instances of potential ambiguity as being particularly acute. And in fact, when con¬
sideration is given to the context of both of these examples it seems that both of
RtgJob's two unique omissions are made in order to resolve a potentially uncomfortable
ambiguity with respect to the deity.447
Although two of the three omissions found in the targum of Job seem to be spe¬
cial cases concerned with the avoidance of particularly acute problems of ambiguity, it
seems safe to conclude that as a rule, omission is not an adjustment utilised by the tar¬
gumist in the production of the targum translation. In the Aramaic translations of 11Q10
and P-Job, on the other hand, omission seems to be employed as a means of providing
their respective readers with linguistically intelligible and stylistically acceptable Ara¬
maic renderings. Indeed, in terms of locating the Aramaic versions' use of omission
446
(1 1Q10) 35:11, 38:26, 37:12, 42:10 (P-Job) 35:7, 39:24, 27:17, 36:25.
447 In 31:28, the targumist must omit a preposition in order to avoid supplying an Aramaic translation
which would result in 'cringing' rather than 'denying or lying to' the deity. In 42:5, the adverb is removed
in order to allow the Aramaic translator's theologically acceptable rendering 'but my eyes do not see you
(i.e., the deity)' to make coherent sense.
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within the context of general translation theory, we see that many of the omissions found
in the Qumran and Syriac versions of Job can be accounted for within the framework of
linguistic-stylistic adjustments. Omission due to the perceived redundancy of synony¬
mous terms (as we have just seen amply illustrated in 11Q10 and P-Job) is a linguistic-
stylistic adjustment recognised by the modern translation theorist.448 Similarly, it is rec¬
ognised that translators must often take into account the fact that constraints with regard
to explicitness and implicitness may vary between source and target language. Such an
awareness is evident in the Qumran and Syriac translators' omission of suffixes and
nouns of reference. While there is no sign in the targum translation of any propensity
toward the omission of a given element as a result of its perceived redundancy, it should
be emphasised that this is not the same as saying that the targumist does not perceive
redundancy in the text 449 Rather, it can only be concluded that on those occasions when
a redundancy is felt to be present in the Hebrew text, it is not grounds for omission on
the part of the targumist but instead, often gives rise to expansion or elaboration ac¬
cording to midrashic principles.450
If certain qualitative differences are evident between llQlO/P-Job and RtgJob in
terms of their use of omission, what may be said regarding quantitative assessment? A
precisely accurate quantitative assessment of omission is not only a conceptually diffi¬
cult task but also a largely unnecessary one in light of the dozens of examples provided
by 11Q10 and P-Job on one hand and the virtual lack of instances found in the Rabbinic
Tg of Job on the other.451 It is evident that in the case of the Qumran and Peshitta
translations, omission is employed on a frequent basis for a variety of reasons in the at¬
tempt to produce a linguistically intelligible and stylistically acceptable translation. In
448 E. Nida, Toward a Science ofTranslating, 231.
449 R. Weiss, 3VX 7D0b 'ftlNn DJinn, 233-34 provides a list of redundancies perceived by the targumist
in the Hebrew of Job: 3:26, 4:7,11, 5:10, 14:18, 22, 15:10, 22:19, 25:6, 37:6, 38:23.
450 R. Weiss, DTK 7DDV 'Oixn DJ7nn, 233. For midrashic parallels to some of these verses see ad loc. in
C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob.
451 The uncertain nature of some omissions in 11Q10, the question of whether to count words, characters,
instances of omission or indeed verses in which omission takes place are just a sample of the variables
which would complicate a thorough-going quantitative assessment of omission.
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contrast to the situation in these translations, the Rabbinic targum of Job presents virtu¬
ally no evidence for such a practise and omits elements in translation extremely rarely
and only to alleviate acute cases ofperceived ambiguity.452
452 As Lord Atkin clarified, 'A rule is not proved by exceptions unless the exceptions themselves lead one
to infer a rule' (E. Gowers, [ed.] Fowler's Modern English Usage, 176). These exceptions found in RtgJob
do not of course prove the rule of targumic non-omission. They do however call our attention to, and







Having looked at the phenomenon of minuses or omissions in the Aramaic ver¬
sions of Job, we now turn our attention toward translation divergence of a different sort.
In cases of transposition in translation, while the basic elements of the original text are
preserved in the rendering(s), the order in which these elements appear diverges from
that found in the putative source text.453 If the word order constraints of a target lan¬
guage are identical to that of the source language, or flexible enough to reproduce the
source text word order without stylistic strain, then we might well be faced with a situa¬
tion of zero variation. In the present case, however, the fact that Hebrew and Aramaic
(of whatever dialect) are related and cognate languages does not entail that they are
subject to the same word order constraints.454 It seems reasonable then that our evalua¬
tion of the Aramaic translators' treatment of their Hebrew source text should pay par¬
ticular attention to deviations from its word order. As was the case with the treatment
of omission, we are concerned with the following questions:
1. Do the Aramaic versions diverge from their putative source text in terms of the
order of elements presented?
2. If so, what cause may be established for these transpositions?455
453 See E. Nida, Toward a Science ofTranslating, 235 for several examples of the impact of word order
constraints on modern Bible translation.
454 See C. Brockelmann Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der Semitischen Sprachen (Band II)
(Hildesheim, 1961)432-3.
455 The form of this question differs from the corresponding question posed in our analysis of omission for
an important reason. As will become clear in the course of the following discussion, in a case of transpo¬
sition the elements of the source text will be retained (albeit dislocated) in the rendering but it is often im¬
possible to specify which of the rearranged grammatical elements has been 'transposed'. To take a hypo¬
thetical example, if the MT word order V-S-0 is transformed to S-V-O it is possible to conclude that V
has been 'brought forward' so as to be adjacent to O. On the other hand it is equally possible that S has
been 'pulled back' as it were, under a word order constraint which requires that S take the initial position
in the clause. For this reason, while recurring patterns may be noted below, the concern to classify the
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3. What light, if any, does the phenomenon of transposition shed on the question of
the relationship between the Aramaic versions of Job?
But before proceeding with an analysis of the texts with a view to answering these ques¬
tions, we must give consideration to some of the methodological issues which inform the
following discussion.
While study ofword order in a given language may take the approach of seeking
to investigate and elucidate a range of dominant and secondary word order constraints in
the target language before turning to the translation, recent investigation into word order
discrepancies between the Greek versions and the Masoretic Text of the Hebrew Bible
have concluded that it is rather the supposed Hebrew source text which must serve as the
starting point for any analysis.456 But it is of course at this point that the indeterminacy
of the study of ancient versions makes its presence felt for an ancient translation's word
order 'deviation' may of course be merely a reflection of an already existing word order
variation in the Hebrew text which lay before the translator (so long as this 'variant'
word order does not somehow violate the word-order constraints of the Hebrew.) Alter¬
natively, there is the possibility that at some point in the history of the translation's
transmission, a variant word order has been introduced into the text which is quite at
odds with both the source text and the original literal translation. Keeping all of the
above considerations in mind, it does also seem reasonable to assume that some word
order discrepancies between a translation and a source text have arisen in the process of
translation.457 Of these latter word order divergences attributable to the translator's
intervention, a distinction (if at times only a theoretical one) may be drawn between
those introduced as a result of stylistic preference and others which are linguistically
'element' which has been transposed is both more problematic and less urgent.
456 As opposed to, for instance, beginning with the target language and noting deviations from a 'regular'
word order. The problem with the latter approach is that in languages with a comparatively free word-
order the determination of 'normal word order' is far from straightforward and requires an exhaustive
grammatical analysis of language or literature of a non-translational nature. On this point both G. Marquis
'Word Order as a Criterion for the Evaluation of Translation Technique in the LXX and the Evaluation of
Word-Order Variants as exemplified in LXX-EzekieT Textus 13 (1986) 67) and S. Oloffson, 'Studying the
Word Order of the Septuagint: Questions and Possibilities' SJOT10 (2) 220) agree.
457 These three possible sources ofword-order deviation are agreed upon by G. Marquis, 'Word Order as a
166
constrained by the target language. As Oloffson makes clear, if the word order of a given
target language is fixed, deviations from the source text in translation reveal only the
word order constraints of the target language (properly linguistic constraints) rather than
4.SR
the stylistic preferences of the translator. While in the case of several dialects of
Aramaic, the word order is generally characterised as 'free',459 Szpek has discovered
that with this 'freedom' of word-order comes added complexity and the difficulty of
distinguishing between linguistic and stylistic motivations. While consistency of modi¬
fication throughout a text, parallels in other Aramaic texts, and conformity to 'rules' of
Aramaic grammar are of course factors which would push a given transposition toward
the 'linguistic' end of the linguistic-stylistic continuum, variation (particularly in close
proximity) and a lack of parallels in the other Aramaic translations would speak against
such a judgement and suggest that the transposition has rather resulted from the transla¬
tor's stylistic preference.460 While distinguishing between the three basic causes for
word order deviation in translation may at times be difficult, certain instances will seem
clearly to belong to one or another of these categories. Furthermore as Marquis has
noted, a certain number ofmodifications best explained in linguistic-stylistic terms may
shed light on others whose sources are less clearly discerned.461 While further methodo¬
logical comments will be provided as appropriate, the above considerations must be
Criterion', 67 and S. Oloffson, 'Studying the Word Order', 222.
458 For S. Oloffson, 'Studying the Word Order', 221 only optional modifications properly belong in dis¬
cussions of translation technique.
459 E.M. Cook, 'Word Order in the Aramaic of Daniel' Afro-Asiatic Linguistics 9 (3) (1986) 15 gives ex¬
plicit voice to what may be the implied comparative element of this characterisation: 'Compared to He¬
brew, [DA's] word order is remarkably free, although both languages have a comparable set of devices to
reduce ambiguity.' The general tendency has been to see 'freeness' ofword order as being particularly
associated with Eastern Aramaic. With regard to Syriac for instance T. Noldeke, Kurzgefasste Syrische
Grammatik, § 248 concludes 'Die Stellung der Haupttheile des Satzes zu einander ist sehr frei.' Whether
BA represents Eastern Aramaic (Kutscher) or not (Rowley) the consensus is that the word order ofBA is
also 'free'.
460 In light of the possibility that different books within a translation corpus (i.e. targumic, Peshitta, LXX)
may have been translated by different translators (for Peshitta see M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version of
the Old Testament, 203) the first order comparison is made within each text before extending the search
for parallel forms/treatment outside the translations of Job. On the subject of variation in Syriac transla¬
tion see I. Avinery, 'Problemes de Variation dans la Traduction Syriaque du Pentateuque' Semitica 25
(1975) 105-9.
461 G. Marquis 'Word Order as a Criterion', 68.
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taken into account as we move to an evaluation of transposition in the Aramaic versions
of Job.
Transposition in 11Q10
While word order in the Qumran translation has not received much attention in
comparison with some other features of the text, S. Kaufman noted in his fine review
article of the editio princeps that the Qumran translator '...was not bound to the word
order ofMT as is almost always the case in the later targums'.462 The format and focus
of his treatment of 11Q10 meant that Kaufman's illustration of this assessment was lim¬
ited to the presentation of a single case, namely llQlO's translation ofMT 21:6.463 In
fact, Kaufman was not alone in noticing discrepancies between the word order shown in
the Qumran translation and that of the MT. Takamitsu Muraoka, on turning his attention
to the question of the time and place of llQlO's composition, made a dialectal case for
the translation's origins in the East.464 Suggestive of such a provenance were the several
instances where the divergent word order of the Qumran translation seemed to Muraoka
to reflect 'sumero-akkadian' word order rather than a 'genuine Semitic' syntactic ar¬
rangement. In support of this position, Muraoka marshalled several examples of
1 IQIO's divergent word order vis-a-vis the MT.465 His useful contribution to the sub¬
ject, however, was undoubtedly never intended as a comprehensive investigation and
therefore the present study seeks to evaluate the examples cited by Muraoka alongside
other instances of transposition in 11Q10 and the other Aramaic versions of Job.466
462 S.A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from Qumran', 324. Although here referring to 'later targums'
Kaufman makes no specific reference to RtgJob in his study. His primary text (or grammar) for compari¬
son is lQGap.
463 See discussion of the Aramaic versions' treatment of 21:26 below.
464 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 425-443.
465
Interestingly, Job 21:6, the lone example cited by S.A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from Qumran', 324
does not appear in Muraoka's list of examples despite seeming to admirably support his case. See discus¬
sion ad loc.
466
Indeed, a comparison with P-Job (a text composed in a language which at the very least manifests
'Eastern' affinities) would seem certain to shed significant light on the word order component ofMu¬
raoka's argument.
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If our investigation of omission in the Qumran translation was qualified to some
extent by the fragmentary preservation of the manuscript, the same may be said for the
evaluation of transposition. As was noted at the beginning of that discussion the lack of
a translation corresponding to an element in the Hebrew text may be due either to its
genuine absence in 11Q10 or, alternatively, to its transposition to a portion of the Ara¬
maic version which has since been lost to the elements. Of course, if the preserved por¬
tion of 11Q10 displayed no cases of transposition, any such ambiguity would disappear
and we would be safe in assuming that the absence of an element in the translation was
indeed an omission rather than a transposition now lost from view. As we will see, such
is not the case for the preserved portion of 11Q10 does indeed show clear cases of word
order discrepancy and thus, to begin with, we must at least take up the cases where the
fragmentary nature of the manuscript prevents absolute certainty.
nxitf wm rp* DhrYyn parai ions 30:3it : /t v v at • /• : i— / ; — 1 t t : v/v :
xv, s [.... (_?_)] pT xin psn c ) |b[Dm...c_2j] iiqio
man ppnw pin ibi *61 *0261101 anoira Rtgjob
:8ntfim amwarro nnx atfm -pn arr&n arris/aTis
(no translation preserved) P-Job
Thev are gaunt with want and famine; They gnaw the dry ground, in the gloom of wasteness and
desolation. ASV
Through want and hard hunger ( ) they gnaw the dry and desolate ground; RSV
While the lack of a Syriac translation of this verse has already been discussed above, here
our attention is focused on the treatment of the rare Hebrew lexeme TlpVt 'hard, lifeless,
0
r i
barren'. If, as seems likely, should be reconstructed as an equivalent for MT
TO then we are left to determine how the remainder of the Qumran translation
corresponds to the Hebrew of the MT (!TT£ Q'p'l'Vn "Tip1?!).467 It seems most likely that the
467
B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 543-548 provides an exhaustive discussion of the possi¬
bilities.
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Qumran translator's rendering of Tip1?! 'barren' has either been transposed to the head of
the verse (and now lost) or simply omitted. The main argument for such a supposition is
that the following text (p"T Kin 'they were grazing on the greenery...') seems more
likely to be a rendering (albeit a none too literal one) ofMT □,j?~ipn 468 The translator's
selection ofAramaic "lU"l 'to pasture, graze' would seem to fit with an interpretation of the
Hebrew term as 'to gnaw'.469 In this case pi"1 'greenery (of the desert?)' would constitute
either an addition made by the translator in order to supply an object for his Aramaic verbal
phrase or as Duhm has suggested quite independently of the Qumran translation, the
original MT text read j?T in precisely this location.470 The Rabbinic targumist by contrast
preserves an equivalent of TpVl in an order corresponding to the Hebrew text. The
targumist's interpretation has perhaps been influenced by Job 3:7 and Isaiah 49:21 where
this lexeme TpV| is used in contexts which connect it with maternal barrenness for the
translation offered here *6"i 'without child' is less ambiguous and more prosaic.471
In the case of the fragmentary Qumran translation then, we are left uncertain as to whether
a rendering of the Hebrew lexeme has even taken place, let alone its particular character.
It may well have been transposed to the beginning of the verse (as the English ASV
translators of the Hebrew have done) but there are no solid grounds for ruling out its
468 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process ofTranslation, 546 here agrees with M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job,
124-5. The Hebrew root p"lV may be cognate to Syriac and Aramaic roots having the meaning 'to gnaw'
or alternatively be related to Syr. (pa"el) and Aramaic 'to flee'. See E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the
Book ofJob, 431; R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 330.
469 The spelling of KIPI for a 3rd masc. pi. pf. verbal fomi is unprecedented in Aramaic. B.E. Zuckerman,
The Process of Translation, 548 suggests a copyist's omission of the expected waw is due to confusion of
consonantal and vocalic waw occurring sequentially.
470 B. Duhm, Das Buch Hiob, 141.
4" His interpretation of the verbal form derived fromphV as iWEH ]Tin 'the evil (ones) were
fleeing' shows the provision of a 3rd masc. pi. form of "blT This addition is parallel to that of 11Q10, but
while the Qumran rendering includes a clarification of the object of the verb, the RtgJob's text provides a
clarification of the unstated subjects (here as elsewhere identified by the targumist as 'the evil ones');
Cases such as 36: 5, 8 and others like them (e.g. 6:10, 34:26 T2) seem to suggest that the themes of 'right¬
eousness' and 'wickedness' are ofparticular importance to the targumist. (See C. Mangan, The Targum of
Job, 33 n.l 1).
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omission altogether or indeed its transposition to an alternate position as is the case in the
English RSV.
mas'T 'Tito ai-Trm 23:2
i* T : - - /T : t • T A• • J* : - \ —
nn[n ( ? ) vha,3 *1 tito ( )bbto p [...? in aor ^ hqio
:Timm bx nspn nna aor T\nb Rtgjob
\ v b\ i n» cn.Tj. r^O .,A\. \ CUE ^\T^O rdJJ^CV. P-Job
Today also ( ) my complaint is bitter: his hand is heavy despite my groaning. NRSV
With the exception of one manuscript witness, the targum of Job provides an
A77
equivalent (THE) for Hebrew 'bitter' in a location which corresponds to the MT.
The translator of the Syriac version also follows the word-order of the Hebrew here,
translating this sole occurrence of the Hebrew noun in Job with a verbal form 'was
bitter'—perhaps in order to produce a verbal clause in parallel with v.2b473 When we
turn to the Qumran text, however, we see that llQlO's now only partially preserved
rendering of 23:2 suggests that the translator has understood the verse not as two inde¬
pendent propositions but rather as a subordinate construction (causal clause) beginning
with 'because'.474 Again, due to the fragmentary state of the Qumran text, it is
unclear whether the translator of 11Q10 has omitted or merely transposed his rendering
ofMT ''hip 'bitter'. If, as the editors ofDJD 23 have supposed, the lacuna preceding
bbu should contain an equivalent to the Hebrew □T,n DJ there may be insuffi-
472 The sole exception is MS "1 (See D.M. Stec, The Text ofthe Targum ofJob, 157).
473 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 185; H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 278 suggests that
this modification stems from the translator's confusion ofnominal and verbal forms ofTib. It is difficult
to adjudicate between these two alternatives and it is not impossible that both causes may have played a
part in P-Job's translation.
474
Variously vocalised forms of bltDO appear in both Jewish and Christian Palestinian Aramaic. See F.
Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 102 for other Aramaic forms of this preposition. Incidentally, R. Gor-
dis, The Book ofJob, 254 also renders this as a subordinate construction in his English translation of the
Hebrew.
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cient space for a rendering of 'I??.475 Further weight is perhaps added to an argument for
reconstructing an equivalent in the following lacuna by the presence of T following
TUPE?.47 Although it is impossible to be certain what followed this form, the appear¬
ance of the relative would obviously suggest a qualification of the preceding construc¬
tion. This qualification may well have taken the form of an Aramaic equivalent of Tft,
but unless further textual material is found this suggestion remains a purely hypothetical
477
one.
cppTp ifri? tf'jrirt 37:1s
Hps? n[ ] xxix, 9 *6°s™ n23[n (?nas?n?)] hqio
-pn jinmrm psrpn ^pn^^ mas? vpin Rtgj0b
r<°>. n^\ rf\ .nA P-Job
Can you, like him, spread out ( ) the skies, hard as a molten mirror? NRSV
With Him, have you spread out ( ) the skies, Strong as a cast metal mirror? NKJ
475 The editors of F. Martinez eta/., Qumran Cave 11, 101 have suggested reconstructing
17 Kftr *]* (RtgJob MS 3 also supplies ]7). However, P-Job might also be plausibly recon¬
structed.
476 In rendering MT 'nit? 'complaint, thought' the translator of RtgJob has substituted Tft^ft. As is the
case with the translations of 11Q10 and P-Job (Tni?C?/,A\J_-tcuc) the targumist's use ofTOT in this context
as an equivalent for Job's bitter complaint precludes any specific and intentional use of this term here as
an anti-anthropomorphism. In other cases in RtgJob this Hebrew lexeme is most often translated with a
similarly generic term (e.g. 21:4 Tib ft [see also 7:13, 9:27, 10:1 etc.]) and thus it seems that although the
use of the word here appears to have the effect of softening the translation ('my bitter complaint'> RtgJob
'my bitter word') there does not seem to be a theological motive behind this substitution which may in¬
stead have been the result of confusion arising from semantic shift: in later usage in Hebrew and Aramaic
niTiP seemed to lose much of its plaintive denotation and has come to mean in many contexts, 'conversa¬
tion'. For references to usage in Middle Hebrew see KB3 (3) 1321. E. Shoshan, The New Dictionary
(Heb.) (Jerusalem, 1968) (7) 2672 (1) '17277 □,2? 7137. CPttftX ['3 CP737 roAn'.
477 As is clear from the NRSV's rendering, some English translators do not introduce the relative in this
situation but do provide the predicate adjectiveyb//ovw«g rather than preceding the qualified noun.
172
While the Qumran translation's lack of a preposition before (MT:
has already been discussed, we are here concerned with the translator's repre¬
sentation of the preceding suffixed preposition (iav 'with him'). Although both the tar-
gum and the Syriac translation provide the expected Aramaic representation of this ele¬
ment in an order corresponding to that of the Hebrew text, the Qumran translation shows
no text between what is clearly a rendering of an initial verbal form (!"I£3[n) 'you in¬
flate' and the following direct object 'the fog').478 The question again is
whether to presume that a transposition has taken place and to reconstruct an equivalent
in the surrounding lacunae or to assume that the translator has failed to represent this
element of the source text in the Aramaic translation. The original editors of the text
clearly favour the latter option proposing ns2[Qb snann] 'Est-ce que tu sais
gjonfler...' as a reconstruction of the beginning of the line.479 While the editors ofDJD
23 admit the possibility of such a construction, they prefer to supply the prepositional
phrase *6sns? (_) n23[n nos?n] ' Can you, with Him, inflate the fog...' due to its
closer correspondence to the presumed Hebrew Vorlage.4S0 Without the appearance of
additional fragments, confirmation of either proposal remains impossible, but in some
English translations (NRSV, NKJ), the divergences from the Hebrew word order show a
preference for preserving the contiguity of the main verb of the clause ('spread out') and
the object ('the skies') thereby displacing the prepositional phrase which intervenes in
the Hebrew.481 The latter editors' suggestion of the transposition of the prepositional
phrase by the Qumran translator would similarly conform to such constraints and thus,
whatever force may be granted to these parallels clearly points in the direction of a dis-
478 For discussion of 1 IQIO's treatment of this somewhat challenging Hebrew text see above (chapter 2,
ad loc.).
479 Editio princeps, 69 as well as J. Fitzmyer, and D.J. Harrington, (eds.) A Manual ofPalestinian Ara¬
maic Texts, 67. This reconstruction has clearly been suggested to the editors by the Qumran translation's
treatment of v. 16b (na» KKnbn1? sn[ann]) in the preceding line (xxix, 7).
480 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 148.
481 In the case of the NRSV the prepositional phrase is allowed to split the auxiliary ('can you') and main
('spread out') verbs but not permitted to intervene between main verb and object.
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placement rather than an outright omission.482 Again, however, the fragmentary nature
of the text does not allow for firm conclusions.
:nos Dsn •'untfi TliK tns-in 36:30
it • jt- v : t s a jt t j— t i ••
xxviii, 8 [rrnfrn cnsi hqio
kit npsn rrmna vnbsLons an Rtgjob
.,m-\ CD^VJtr^O .CTjiCDCCJ .QCP''n -\*\japxa P-Job
Lo, He hath spread (over it) His light. And the roots of the sea He hath covered, YLT
Behold, he scatters his lightning (about him), and covers the roots of the sea. RSV
Neither the Qumran text nor the Peshitta of Job preserve an equivalent for the
initial form which appears in the Hebrew text (|H). It is possible, but by no means cer¬
tain that the waw provided by the former (and some manuscripts of P-Job) is meant as a
formal substitute for the Hebrew particle but there is little semantic or functional con¬
nection between the two lexemes.483 But this treatment of the initial lexeme in the He¬
brew is not our primary focus for again here in 36:30 we are confronted by a Qumran
text which does not provide equivalents for all the elements of the MT—or at least not in
the same order. All three Aramaic versions provide the same cognate rendering of He¬
brew UnS, and the targumist and Syriac translator approximate the Hebrew in following
their renderings with respective equivalents of the Hebrew preposition (T'bV). While all
three translators also provide similar equivalents for the following substantive (VTlK),
the Qumran text presents a word order which differs from that of the MT and its fellow
482 The suggestion is certainly not that English and Aramaic/Syriac possess identical linguistic-stylistic
constraints for any reader of both languages might easily disprove this assertion. Rather the suggestion
here is that similar modifications in the translation of the same (Hebrew) source text into different lan¬
guages may reflect some degree of overlap in terms of linguistic-stylistic constraints. Indeed, in light of
the comparatively limited number of linear word order variations possible, it is not surprising that word-
order parallels may be detected in otherwise quite dissimilar languages (G. Kahn, Studies in Semitic Syn¬
tax [Oxford: 1988] 226).
483This modification is perhaps not surprising in light of these translators' treatment of the beginning of
36:29 where again fails to receive representation. H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 229 suggests
that inter-verse influence may be at work here in verses 29 and 30.
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Aramaic translations, with this direct object immediately following the verbal element.
It is clear that a modification has taken place but there is little certainty regarding
whether the Qumran translator has transposed the equivalent of the preposition vVv or
simply eliminated it. On one hand, it is worth remembering that the translator felt free to
omit this same preposition in his renderings of Job 29:7 and 34:13 where they could not
be integrated into an idiomatic rendering of the Hebrew. But it is equally possible that
an Aramaic equivalent was simply transposed to the portion of the text lost in the lacuna.
Clear transpositions (see 36: 25, 28 below) do occur in the textual vicinity and the par¬
allel English renderings here show that the MT can prompt divergences ofword order in
translation without appreciable loss of meaning. Although the previous example is
equally fragmentary, it too shows the loss of a preposition which, in the Hebrew, occurs
between a verb and its corresponding direct object. Despite the fact that there is a clear
divergence from the Hebrew here, there is little concrete evidence to support a transpo¬
sition as opposed to an omission (or indeed vice versa).
nssrVy -rrr 21:26 :rnifcn VSx-xVi ma utoaa ma' nfi 21:25
JT T — — ~ |T ~ T It AT T VJV J T \ %•:
bx mro (v.26) bnx °x[b (?KrotDn?)] v, 6 [... tffan mrr p iiqio
:Kroan bm xbi kthb Ktfsn mo1 pn Rtgjob
.r^&—Y— r<Xo .T^TS) °>' -■ P-Job
Another dies in bitterness of soul, never having tasted of good. RSV
Both the translator of the Syriac version and the targumist responsible for RtgJob
follow the MT (rDiti3) in concluding their translations with Aramaic renderings 'of
good' (XnntDD/ri'^A^). The partially preserved Qumran translation clearly shows a
representation of at least part of 21:25b, but the Aramaic element which precedes the
beginning of verse 26 (...by mro) is the verbal component of the clause
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(b'D'H Nf1?).484 Clearly, if the Qumran translator has represented Hebrew 1131132 its
equivalent must have been transposed to that part of the manuscript preceding the pre¬
served portion. What would suggest a transposition here rather than an omission? First,
the translator may have been influenced by the numerous instances of verb-final word
485order in the verses preceding this one. On the other hand, we have seen in our discus¬
sion of the verse immediately preceding this one (21:24 [chapter 2]) that the translator
appears to avoid a verb final word order and this certainly complicates any suggestion
that the transposition here stems from a uniform preference for verb-final word order.486
It is of course slightly simplistic to assume that because it is the verbal form
which happens to be preserved in the fragmentary text, it is necessarily this form which
is the prime cause of the apparent transposition. Indeed, of the three places where
n/21D3 is employed in the Hebrew text of Job, the Qumran translator shows divergent
word order in both places where a rendering is preserved.487 Although these other
transpositions of 11/21133 do not seem to shed much light on the present case, their very
existence may suggest that, lacking a more fully preserved text, the supposition of a
transposition of the missing 'good' in the Qumran version here is at least not unreason¬
able.
iiK mnrf? mio 34:s 34:7
' vat •• -:j • t : v : \ j~ t : *it - - /- v : i* a • : v/v
xxiv, 2 -inrroi (34:8) apps ]]b iiqio
-pn KDirn tibh nva -pn p Rtgj0b
.r<t^3 oy.re' r^n.ceso cry rC r^T-iV^ OJJ5D P-Job
What man is like Job, who drinks scorn like water? NIV
484 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 96 read what would seem to be the alaph of the negative particle.
48j See for example 21:20, 21, 22, 24. See discussion of 1 IQIO's translation of 21:24 in Ch. 2, Part One.
486 In the same way, while T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 440-441 is correct to point out
the (O)-V (vs. MT V-O) order here in verse 25, the existence of an apparently reverse modification (V-
S/O) vs. (MT S-V) in such close proximity would seem to problematize suggestions of a pervasive ten¬
dency in 11Q10 toward a post-positioning of the verb in the clause.
487 See discussion of 36:11 below for the relationship between these renderings and 21:13 (not preserved
inllQlO).
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Although at 34:7 the Qumran text again presents a fragmentary text, there seems
to be good reason to assume that a transposition has in fact taken place. Where the tar-
gumist and Syriac translators follow the Hebrew in providing the expected Aramaic
equivalents for the comparative particle ("[Tl/uy r^) and the vehicle of the simile
the Qumran translator supplies a different text. Because commentators
have agreed that the Qumran version has translated MT JVV 'contempt, scorn' with a
4oo
more generic Aramaic equivalent, 'sins' it seems likely that the preceding alaph
should be seen as the final character in fcOft. This suggestion would mean that while the
Qumran translator has preserved the basic form and content of the simile present in the
Hebrew, the Aramaic equivalent of the simile is presented in the Qumran text in an in-
°
r
verse order (fcODn KpOD...). The Hebrew of Job does in fact provide examples of
preceding rather than following the tenor of the simile and, in the case of one of
these (27:20), the Qumran translator apparently feels no qualms about reproducing this
'inverted' word order in his Aramaic translation. (ITfnV? n"?i33 injPtST) xi, 11
r i° • o o o ..
[... J2T&0 ...J). Further weight is added to the suggestion of a transposition here
by another instance of this 'inverted' order. In fact the latter portion of Job 15:16
OnVlJ? DT33 nrtlZ?) '(a man) who drinks like water, sin' bears such a striking resem¬
blance to what seems likely to have been llQlO's translation, that the similarities of
verb and vehicle (DT33 Tike water') may have prompted the translator to harmonise his
rendering here with that of 15:16.489
As was the case with the examination of omission in the Qumran translation, we
are, in the above cases, at the mercy of the elements in terms of the preservation of the
text. In other cases the investigation is made more straightforward by the fact that con-
488 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 134. This Aramaic lexeme is also used to translate Heb. 2p3 in
the previous verse (34:6). On the Flebrew of this verse see E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob,
466.
480 fcOtDll would of course be an entirely suitable and quite likely translation for nVl37 at 15:16.
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crete textual evidence for a transposition is provided by the manuscript. But while this
may facilitate greater certainty regarding the existence of the transposition, it does not
necessarily imply greater clarity with respect to the source of the discrepancies.
x'Vi 'man p5? run ^3 n:b nPin nf 42:3 n&TDj : • : — • o" t —it • 1: t •• /• : — <• it • : j * : • v t • :1
toxtfx nmx nino xrs&tf 42:4 xVi 'UDD m'xVD} rax
• : t : v a** —: j* t : t \ 1— 1: it •• j : • v • / t : • ' a* t
rrnx xbi nbbn Kin t40:5i nraam ppn -p» nsnrp *61...(42:2) hqio
512*0 *0 VVUi (42:4) poix xxxvii. 6 *6 irrbsn pmm
^rrnm -pb*m bbm
'orm p p (42:3) :aratfn» -po mrr *6i..(42:2) Rtgjob
)grna pmx 161 tphi xirrn kshp nVna
:wnnrn -p^Px k:ki pa (42:4) isnxjfei
Ktjm cllso (42:3) .r^\» \i^\ v\azv rf. r<^ci .. .(42:2) P-Job
r<\a .iujja<!hr<f r^X.l ijAc.CUj r^JCD r<f r^Yl rdXSon K'dc^.ib\
, 1 . v ic\rf u\\r^S.r^ \\^nn< r^J r^O , 1 \ "7UC (42:4) ,,-LS*) ^j-TOT.!
42:2 ...and that no purpose of yours can be thwarted.
(40:5 'Once have I spoken but I will not answer, a second time, but to them 1 will not add.
[mt fpix Kb) Dpun rnyx Kb) p757 njix 40:5])
42:3 'Who is this that hides counsel without knowledge?' Therefore I have uttered what I did not
understand, things too wonderful for me, which I did not know. 42:4 'Hear, and I will speak; I will
question you, and you declare to me.'
Despite the fact that 11Q10 follows the MT quite closely in its rendering of Job
42:1-2 and 4, an Aramaic translation of Job 40:5 has taken the place of 42:3 in the Qumran
manuscript.490 Although llQlO's translation preserves only the last word of 40:5 in situ
(i.e. between 40:4-6) it seems likely that the translator of the Qumran version has included
a translation of 40:5 both at its present location in the Hebrew text and here where the
Hebrew text preserves the expected 42:3. On the grounds that LXX Job is apparently
unaware of a divergent Hebrew text, Tuinstra concludes that the translator of the Qumran
4<>0 Editio princeps, 84.
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text has preferred a less categorical admission of error ('One thing I have spoken which I
will not repeat') in place of the Hebrew text here (42:2 '...Indeed I have spoken without
understanding, of things too wonderful for me which I did not grasp') in order to preserve
the integrity of Job.491 The later editors of the text present two possible causes for the
divergence (alternate Vorlage or the translator's ideological/theological objection to the
Hebrew text) without preference.492 Both the size of the unit transposed and the nature of
the transposition make it extremely unlikely that linguistic-stylistic preference has played a
role in the present case. However, in addition to the Vorlage and ideological/theological
explanations a third 'middle' proposal might also be put forward as a possibility. Various
scholars have questioned the authenticity of 42:3 as an original element here in Job chapter
42493 and the possibility that HQlO's Vorlage did possess occasional lacunae494 make it
certainly conceivable that the Aramaic translator of the Qumran text has encountered a
Hebrew text deficient at this point and in filling this lacuna has had recourse to material
gleaned from earlier in Job. Reconstructing the process by which the translator has
imported 40:5 into its present context here in chapter 42 is a necessarily speculative task
but it is interesting to note that in 42:4b (which follows the verse in question) the pair of
verbal clauses ^IPl'irn finds an exact parallel earlier in Job at both 40:7 and at
38:3. It is possible that the translator made good the deficiency he found in his text by
comparing the verse following the lacuna with others displaying these verbal links
(''iy'H'irn ^bxuw). By working back from 40:7 and 38:3 to the preceding verses in these
respective contexts, the translator would then be left with the choice of including either
40:5 or 38:2 here between verses 2 and 4 of chapter 42. But if faced with only a lacuna
between verses 2 and 4, it is quite easy to see how the translator might well have inserted
40:5 rather than 38:2.495
491 E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 44.
492 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 169.
493 It is virtually identical to Job's response at 38:2.
494 See M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 6-7.
495 E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob, 645 notes that just as 42:1 is parallel to 40:3, so verses
2-6 of chapter 42 are the counterpart of 40:4-5: 'Just as 40:3-5 formed the conclusion of the first speeches
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While in the present instance it seems clear that textual difficulty has not been an
issue in influencing a transposition, the following case offers no such certainty.
snnn sum
to yyin 37:1s nx n\pn 37:17
-[ttob *h bnn[n17a] mina H331? snpnn] hqio
k^kns? ns3[n no:?n18(m) jino s?t kin nk16b f ] xxix, 8
:kjti:» D^en Krrn^ns Krrin Knap {k1?} Tiptfno bv Knsrrn Rtgjob
•tpnvb rr»j? ypnn 18:kama kihk -p-itfa na pntf panb n 17
t>w »nn\17 r^i^vt.f^-i tdcl^t) r^.T.-T r^xtio.T^ia r^\~\ V t r^n Qy^n P-Job
rc^ v . n-t\ cniTLl. ^_CLDi^\Cl ''' ,rd_L293_. ^33 r<±.ir€ r<f\ Y^lO ,^CL33L»jJ
Do you know the balancings of the clouds, the wondrous works of the one whose knowledge is
perfect, 37:17 you whose garments are hot when the earth is still because of the south wind?
37:18 Can you, like him, spread out the skies... NRSV
The targum and Syriac versions of Job follow the Masoretic text in providing
equivalents for verses 16-18 in an order which corresponds to the Hebrew text. This
does not appear to be the case, however, in the Qumran text where the original editors
noted considerable discrepancies between the Aramaic text and its presumed Hebrew
Vorlage.496 The beginning of 1 IQIO's translation of 37:16 is identifiable as such though
the Hebrew phrase (DJS7-"'t27p'p?p—*7^) has apparently proven as challenging to the ancient
translators as it has to later exegetes.497 RtgJob, for its part, apparently derives its trans¬
lation cnptfno Krrsn kicop {k1?} 'the innermost parts [of the fog] of the cloud')
from a reading of 'to penetrate to the end'—a derivation found also in Rabbinic
ofYahweh, so 42:1-6 concludes the last speeches.'
496 Editio princeps, 69; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 145.
497 R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 430 concludes that the present text (2y"'px72ft~l?y) represents a variant
(corruption?) of a similar expression at 36:29 (3V_,12HDp) 'the outspreadings of the cloud' . This sugges¬
tion ofphonetic variation/confusion is strengthened by the fact that both lamedh and resh are liquids. S.R.
Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 293 derive this form from DbD and arrive at the meaning 'bal¬
ances of the cloud.'
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texts.498 The Qumran version provides 11331? '(do you know how) to clothe
his cloud...' apparently under the influence of the following verse 17 where the Hebrew
makes mention of garment and the translator makes use of the same Aramaic
root (ffiQ1?). But whereas the targumist and Syriac translator provide their renderings of
verse 16b following verse 16a (:KSn3ft kAi.-i) the equivalent
of this portion of text in the Qumran version S?T Kin 11K) is to be found fol¬
lowing what appears to be a translation of the beginning of verse 17. The translator ap¬
pears to transform the MT adjectival phrase □,Jn □VpF) 'perfect in knowledge' into a full
blown verbal clause ('because/behold it is he who has knowledge' I?"!*' K1H 1"l[K).
Supplying the first three words based on the context, the translator then concludes with a
rendering of MT D^IH.499 The fact that the translator makes use of the same Aramaic
root <&b) in the now contiguous 16a and 17b may suggest that the translator is simply
attempting to make sense of what he found to be a difficult text. Indeed, the relative
pronoun at the beginning of the Hebrew text of 37:17 (D'TpO lt7'K) may represent
the addressee ('Do you know...') or the clouds referred to in v.16 or, alternatively, it
may be a temporal reference 'when'.500 While this potential for ambiguity and confu¬
sion has presumably led the translator of P-Job to omit it in translation, 11Q10 has pro¬
vided a substitution/addition "H 'since/because' in order to more clearly deline¬
ate the syntactic relationship with the preceding.501 The seemingly insufficient space for
a rendering of the latter half of 37:17 may also be related to this transposition but offers
little in terms of explanation. Thus, while there is little doubt that a dislocation has
498 See R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 430 and R. Weiss, 3TX nSDb 'Dnxn CUinn, 165.
499 This is suggested by the similarity evident between the Aramaic versions at this point (11Q10: |SJ~IQ
RtgJob: KSH3Q P-Job:
500
R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 430.
501 The lacuna at the beginning of the line prevents confirmation of this latter suggestion. See M.
Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 145 for discussion of the significance of this Aramaic conjunction in terms
of the history of Aramaic.
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taken place here, there is no decisive evidence which will allow us to be certain of the
reasons for this divergence from the Masoretic text.
As with the previous cases, the examples which follow are clearly instances of
transposition. In some of the cases, the causes which have led to the transposition are
comparatively clear-cut but in other instances the new word order is more likely to have
been the result of a more complex interaction of causes which are not easily disentan¬
gled.
:27"i Tea natox-nx 31:29
it /t : 1 • • : - : • : a* : - : j• : — : v \
x[... jhrieria by xix, 4 11Q10
]k mm) xix, 5
rrsns? n)m rrmcn rrnm tnAran rnn pa Rtgjob
rvym n)m rprm mi?Dn nm pa T2
tacra rrrrotfK -d rmrrPK pai wn xnnra nm pa T3
it^Ai v. -1 cnA ^aro.t ^r«fo m.T h\-*.Tjj ,r>fo P-Job
If I have rejoiced at the ruin of him that hated me, or exulted when evil overtook him RSV
As commentators have noted, the Qumran translation appears to have preserved
a substantial amount of textual material (]X PHPIX! xix, 5 Tnn[ ...Jpoeh ^)b) be¬
tween renderings of verses 29 and 30 which does not correspond to anything in the an-
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cient versions at this point. More interesting for our purposes is the Aramaic ver¬
sions' treatment of the last half of verse 29 and, in particular, the idiom at its conclusion
(in iX/^?p-'3) 'when evil happens [to] (lit. finds) him'. Although the Aramaic versions
show a wide variety of approaches in their treatment of ,ri"l'i'vrini, they are able to basi¬
cally reproduce the formal and semantic qualities of the original in their translations.
While RtgJob T3 (mUlTX) seems to have preserved a proximate rendering of the MT
502 Is it possible that 11Q10 S7»t£h "tDlS 'my curse and he hears...' may have resulted from the transla-
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form oron'smn) '(If) I was Stirred up [with joy?]', the Qumran translation (r6b[n 'i
praised, exulted'),503 along with P-Job (^.-r 'I exulted') and the first tradition preserved
by the targum (JTrDSSH ITDD'' 'I shouted and I praised')504 have all provided renderings
which appear to refer directly to rejoicing rather than a more ambiguous verb denoting
general emotional excitement.505 When we come to the idiom (171 iR^iWS) which
completes the verse, however, more substantial modifications are required on the part of
the Syriac and Qumran translators. While the translator responsible for RtgJob (T3)
produces an Aramaic translation which reproduces the Hebrew form and content with
particular precision (JTTrDEjN) the remainder of the targumic traditions simply substi¬
tute an Aramaic lexeme (jTSHJJ) which has the specific meaning intended by the He¬
brew (to meet or occur). It is worthwhile to note that in any case the form of the Hebrew
(verb + object suffix) is preserved in the targumists' versions. In the Syriac version, the
translator diverges from the more conventional Syriac rendering in producing
r^A>v. ctA ^ocd.t r^o 'when evil was to him'.506 In this case, while there seems to be
little attempt to reproduce the Hebrew idiom, the suffix is nevertheless maintained in a
tor's linking of 30:30 (nVN 'curse') and subject of hearing a curse (Lev. 5:1, Proverbs 29:24)?
503 This root appears in Gap 21:2 with this meaning. See J. Fitzmyer, and D.J. Harrington, (eds.) A Man¬
ual ofPalestinian Aramaic Texts, 117; Editio princeps, 48.
504 The rendering of RtgJob (T2) rF3,3,'3 seems likely to be an inner Targumic textual corruption of
rrzai.
505 It is difficult to determine whether one or more of the translators have read a hithpo'l form of i?n 'to
shout in triumph' instead of the form preserved in MT. It seems to have been assumed by S.R. Driver and
G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 227 and R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 352 that RtgJob's reading here has
presupposed a Hebrew form of this sort. It may also be that one of the translators has simply provided a
contextual rendering of this Hebrew lexeme based on the obvious meaning of the parallel verbal form in
29a (roi^X). RtgJob (Tl) has clearly provided a double rendering here presumably due to the uncertainty
or ambiguity of the Hebrew form under consideration. F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 125 under¬
stands 1 IQIO's translation as representing a variant in the Hebrew text.
506 In other places in the Hebrew Bible where is used in this sense, the Syriac translators make use of
(Ps 119:143; Dt. 4:30; 31:17,21; 2 Kgs. 7:9)^ (Ps. 116:3; Dt. 31:17; Job 34:11; 37:13) or-x.t^
(Gen. 44:34, Jos. 6:13).
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post-verbal position with the substantive following.507 An even more radical adapta¬
tion of the Hebrew idiom appears in the Qumran translation where the prepositional
phrase follows directly on from the main verb of the clause.
bv XIX, 4 'I praised/exulted about his misfortune/evil'. The temporal con¬
junction 03) is apparently passed over along with the verb of the Hebrew idiom
(JH iOfr). It is clear that unlike the other versions, in 11Q10, the translation of the suf¬
fix has been displaced and attached to the following substantive in order to allow for an
o
intelligible Aramaic rendering (nnETiO 'his evil, misfortune'). The fact that this same
translator has also offered a divergent translation of a similarly idiomatic use of this
same verb at 37:13 would lend weight to the suggestion that it is either a misunder¬
standing or linguistic-stylistic constraints which have prevented the translator from pro-
CAO
viding a closer rendering of the Hebrew. In either case the displacement of the suffix
would seem to be a result of the translator's adaptation of the source text as a means of
producing an idiomatic translation.
nub iwbft bxb nbbn ^ nhb ]ib 34:10•• IT •• /— — : - v •• /•• T T\ • T /• : T !<•• T
[..njbK\\bnnb pi xxiv, 5 "ipttf p o°n[... JfefaK po hqio
10 on ^0 lb-op anb p pn Rtgiob
:tnpff p ■neft /xv&n/wuin
..1-11 1 .T -COX) , 1 n v v >je_l r€ CD iV, P-Job
.r>fh\» \p» in 1 .i cnA _m»jQ
Therefore, hear me, you who have sense, far be it from God that he should do wickedness, and
from the Almighty that he should do wrong. NRSV
507 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 97 n.88.
508 In fact at 37:13 the Qumran translator, like the Syriac translator here, diverges from the MT by pro¬
viding Kin in conjunction with a suffixed preposition.
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Although all three translators provide the standard Aramaic equivalent (DPIZmu)
for the Hebrew adverb nV?n 'far be it (from X)...' the manner in which they approach
the remainder of Job 34:10 differs. In particular, it should be noted that while both the
targumist and Syriac translator manage to preserve the order of the MT (divine subject +
prepositional phrase) the Qumran text shows an inverted word order
([.."l]Q XWbnnS ]01) 'lit. 'and from doing evil the Lord') with the Aramaic rendering
of the divine name being located later in the clause.509 To understand this modification
it is necessary to give some consideration to the Hebrew idiom and its treatment in the
Qumran and Syriac versions. It is important to note that the Hebrew expression ren¬
dered in English as 'far be it from...' usually (see for example Job 27:5) takes a depend¬
ent clause which includes a verb. As noted here, the text as pointed in the MT diverges
from normal usage in providing nouns in place of an infinitive.510 In the first instance
the targum and Qumran translation appear to understand (171277D) as preposition + sub¬
stantive and render accordingly (~lp5^ }Q / X5T2H ]Q). The Syriac translator on the
other hand, makes an addition to the Hebrew im.i jhu 'Far be it from
God to do evil...' thereby supplying the expected verbal component.511 While the tar¬
gumist faithfully follows the pointing of the MT in the parallel clause, P-Job too main-
509
Reading the slightly fuller text provided by F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 133 at this point, it
seems clear that 11Q10 has probably rendered MT (divine name) 'W 'almighty' with N713 (as at 34:12;
see also page 96 above). A strong case can be made for the suggestion that the substitution here and at
34:12 of &OQ 'Lord' for Hebrew 'w 'Almighty' is due to an attempt on the part of the translator to avoid
the repetition of which appears in the first halfof both 34:10 and 34:12. That this is the case is
indicated by the fact that both at 22:3 and 22:17 the translator renders with the generic divine name
(Xn^X) which is usually preferred by this translator. These unexpected substitutions at 34:10 and 12 are
readily explicable in this light and seem to illustrate the translator's willingness to sacrifice consistency in
the face of a potential repetition.
Mn
See S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 234. For this Hebrew idiom see B. Waltke and M.
O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 40.2.2 c. The verbal clause is usually composed of either (ft plus infinitive
or DX plus prefix form.
511 It is difficult to determine whether the Syriac translator has read the Hebrew as an infinitive and ren¬
dered accordingly or 'understood' the Hebrew as preposition + substantive and simply adjusted his text
according to the expected idiom. H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 274 classifies this translation as a
paraphrase.
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tains a high degree of consistency by again providing the verbal complement which the
translator has seen as required or implied by the Hebrew i-, mt cnA m..n):"12
While the Qumran translator's approach parallels that of the targum in the first instance,
here, in the parallel clause, his treatment shares more with the Syriac rendering, for
11Q10 provides the expected infinitival expression xwbnnb ]0 'from doing wrong'.
The translator's positioning of the lamedh before the infinitive rather than the divine
name shows that the Aramaic rendering, while making use of the infinitive,
does not parallel the first clause syntactically. It seems likely then that this idiomatic use
of the Aramaic infinitive has led to the post-positioning of the subject
([.."ijb KWbnnb )Q1).513
The translator's use of transposition in the production of an idiomatic translation
is also illustrated by the following example drawn from Job chapter 36:
on □'tk ^ trprm? i*7r-nu?'x 35:2sit t t <•• -: : • a- t : / : • iv
nv\ ] xxviii. 6 °ffnn*3*'1 ttopi hqio
:m tfr-nn b)w /lox-i/^rsn ]IDDT priori Rtgiob
A_. riln-TOi .r^Y 1 nf > \ n \ \ r^l'i \ .K'lnu r^^KLX P-Job
the clouds pour down their moisture and abundant showers fall on mankind. NIV
which the skies pour down, and drop upon man abundantly. RSV
While the word order of the MT (Rel - V - S) is preserved by the targumist
(^pnctf |T6n) and Syriac translator in their respective renderings of
512 The translator of P-Job has, for his part, replaced the divine name with a suffixed preposition (m\)
which suggests that the translator has perceived the explicit repetition of the divine name here as redun¬
dant.
513 For another example of the relationship between the infinitive and word order see 29:11 below.
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the Hebrew, the Qumran text presents an inversion of this order. The translator's repre¬
sentation (THMS? 'his clouds') of the Hebrew substantive (D'pniiQ precedes the Aramaic
verbal form which has been supplied as an equivalent for \Vp. The key to understand¬
ing this transposition seems to lie in understanding the differing syntactic realisations of
the source text and its Aramaic translation. Whereas the targum and Syriac renderings
preserve the Hebrew relative pronoun ItPN at the beginning of the verse (,i/~I) the trans¬
lator of 11Q10 opts to transform the Hebrew subordinate construction into a co-ordinate
clause in Aramaic, ('and his clouds send down...').514 It seems clear that it is this prior
syntactic decision on the part of the translator which has lead to the transposition for
elsewhere, when a verse is initiated by a relative + finite verb sequence the translator
does not hesitate to reproduce it in his Aramaic translation.515 But here, as at 37:17, the
translator has modified the relative-initial verse and being thus freed from the con¬
straints of the subordinate construction, he clearly saw fit to produce a more idiomatic
word order ('and his clouds send down').516 The plausibility of this suggestion is en¬
hanced when other typical linguistic-stylistic modifications are also to be found in the
rendering supplied by the Qumran translation. The addition of the 3,d masc. sg. suffix in
TUMI? 'his clouds' for instance seems to have resulted from the translator's desire to
grammatically reaffirm divine control of the clouds and his previously discussed ten¬
dency to make explicit what is merely implied in the Hebrew.517 Likewise in repre¬
senting Hebrew ibr 'cause to flow/shower down', both the Qumran text ("prUT^*"1 )518
and the Syriac translation provide more general and prosaic translations from
514 This same modification is attested in P-Job e.g. 22:10.
5,5 22:16 (MT: /11Q10: IITD v7) 39:6 (MT: mpftr'WK /11Q10: m© "H).
516 For discussion of 37:17 see ad loc. (page 179) above.
517 For the addition of suffixes in 11Q10, see below n. 957. Fl.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 102 n.109
lists more than 25 instances where P-Job's addition of a suffix has been motivated by a desire for clarity
and explicitness.
518 See M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 141 for this form whose correction shows the dissimilation of
nun.
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the same root (1*1113). When placed alongside these other modifications, the inversion of
the verb and subject in 36:28 seems to have been a linguistic adjustment related to the
transformation of the Hebrew subordinate clause.519
:D VNVafm >33*^ ■»& 1DX xVtMO 24:25
i. t • - : /•• t : \ _i • :
[....p or© ■mrp iml]{n...] hqio
myn p Kin ]kh ©n pKi RtgJob
:t6» n(TS? mn K^n
r^cnAr^ pM -I Y>>A\d\Q cnv^oi r^oro r^Ar-<fa P-Job
And if it be not so now, who will prove me a liar, And make my speech nothing worth? ASV
If it is not so ( ), who will prove me a liar, and show that there is nothing in what I say? RSV
The representation of ,3a3,T3? Tp 1SX Xb~DXl 'if not then, who will prove me
false'... in the Aramaic versions suggests that the translators have found the Hebrew to
be in some way problematic or challenging. The Syriac translator for instance under¬
stands or reads Hebrew 1DK (vocalised in MT as an adverb TDK) as referring to 'his an¬
ger'520 and the resulting translation bears little resemblance to the Hebrew recim r<Wa
mv\o-r. It seems possible that RtgJob's translation of this Hebrew text -
n p Kin )xn -on '.. .then, there is the one (who) ...' has also stemmed from the am¬
biguity of the preceding Hebrew 1DX. While in fact functioning here as an adverb, this
lexeme closely resembles the interrogative 'where' as demonstrated by Job 4:7
• * /
(□'HU7'> n'D'X) 7DX 8l_p "TD 'who was there that was innocent, but perished and
519 The fragmentary preservation of the Qumran text prevents us from knowing whether the translator has,
like his English counterpart in the NIV, supplied the object (their moisture) which would seem to be re¬
quired by the transformation of the subordinate clause. The RSV's preservation of the subordinate clause
('which the skies pour down...') implies that such a supplementation is not necessarily required.
520 This misidentification is evident again at 9:24. See H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 179-80 for
other examples of P-Job's rendering of this lexeme.
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where were the upright...?). Thus it seems likely that the targumist has provided both
'O'H and as a rendering of iDK521 and that some of the same ambiguity which re¬
sulted in P-Job's divergent rendering has been exploited/resolved by the targumist
through the use of this double translation.522 While the targumist's modification of the
Hebrew in translation requires some measure of supplementation ("I NIP! ]KH 'O'H)
it is important to note that the sequence of the Hebrew is faithfully reproduced in the
Aramaic. Such is apparently not the case with the Qumran translation where we see (if
the consensus reconstruction can be trusted) that 11Q10 presents a word order at odds
with MT—transposing its rendering of the adverb to a position following the interroga¬
tive pronoun. It is interesting to note that the two instances where the Syriac translator
has understood TDK as anger (here and 9:24) are the only two occasions where the ad¬
verb precedes the interrogative/verb to which it is related.523 While the Qumran transla¬
tion of 9:24 is unfortunately not preserved, the translator's rendering of 17:15
(MT 'nipn TDK rPNI) (..]N ISN Nftl) shows that the inverted sequence (interrogative +
adverb) which is found here in 11Q10 was willingly reproduced where it appeared in the
Hebrew text. Further light is shed on the present passage by the Qumran text's treatment
of 21:4 Orm "WprrK'b sn7E>~QN'l). In transforming the Hebrew interrogative into an
Aramaic declarative, the Qumran translator produces a rendering which supplies the ad¬
verb under consideration ([... ..]n 13K TIN ) 'Behold then, you shall not'. The post-
positioning of this same adverb in a translation which bears other marks of idiomatic
license would strongly suggest that the word order here in 24:25 (13N ...] 'who
then...') is a result of the translator's linguistic-stylistic modification of the Hebrew.
521
RtgJob renders VDX more consistently (exception: 19:6 XHiLTI 'now').
522 While here it is the targumist alone who appears to produce the double rendering, the practise is not
restricted to the Targum. See H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 154-5. Whether or not the creation of
the doublet is the work of the translator (See J. Joosten, 'Doublet translations in Peshitta Proverbs' in P.B.
Dirksen, A. van der Kooij (eds.) Peshitta as a Translation (Brill: 1995) 72) or that of a later editor, the
goal would seem to be largely the same: the preservation of alternate renderings.
523
9:24, 17:15, 19:6, 19:23,24:25.
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nrua ran 'aiistoro rwW n'x 29=11
•r* • : - t -: t 1 •/- : «a- : — si— t : t \ vj <•
[....] pin '•nrotf pa gpe?[ ] hqio
ninoa norn arm ^ nco nnraa niCT KmK mix Rtgjob
r^i. \ci .»u^m-i v rili.Tr^.t \\^ P-Job
When the ear heard, it called me blessed, and when the eye saw, it approved; RSV
In their renderings of Job 29:11, both the targumist (ni?0£7 K2~!1X DT1K) and the
Syriac translator \\^) follow the Hebrew in providing a conjunction
followed by first a substantive and then a related verb form. Because the translator of P-
Job understands Hebrew ^ as a causal conjunction (=i \\^>) he may have felt it neces¬
sary to provide a relative pronoun (dalatli) in order to make the sentence flow more
smoothly in Syriac (i.e., 'For the ear which heard, praised me').524 Although the Qum-
ran text provides substantially the same translation in terms of meaning, the rendering
differs from the other Aramaic versions in representing n 17012/ jfX in reverse order to
that of the Hebrew. The editors ofDJD 23 have favoured reconstructing ]"1K S7?25£7[n]
despite the fact that their English translation of this reconstruction '[(When) an ear
[hjeard...' reflects the fact that the Hebrew text in fact possesses a conjunction (V?)
'when/because'525 Clearly a reconstruction which is able to explain both the initial char¬
acter now lost and the transposition evident in the Aramaic is to be preferred over such a
suggestion. In fact the original editors' suggestion to reconstruct a preposition + sub¬
stantive construction would seem to fit the bill nicely.526 Muraoka's citation of Targum
524 The insertion of a relative pronoun in a similar grammatical context in the preceding verse 10 suggests
that this is part of the translator's general linguistic-stylistic restructuring of the Hebrew text. H.M. Szpek,
Translation Technique, 76 n. 26 suggests that this addition has resulted from a concern for explicit exege¬
sis.
525 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 115. The editors also acknowledge another difficulty, namely,
that the evidently perfective verbal form following 31171327 does not sit comfortably after the non-
perfective form they reconstruct.
526 Editio princeps, 39.
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Jon. 2 Sam. 22:45 pIK (where the expression is used with temporal force) and
Zuckerman's reference to a similar construction in TgPs.18:45 would seem to support
S97
such a suggestion. M. Sokoloffs otherwise promising suggestion to reconstruct
on the basis of 42:5 is made less likely by the fact that there seems to be insuf¬
ficient space for two characters to be restored between the fragment and the margin.
Whether the lacuna is to be reconstructed as pK or pX S?0tl?[0V] most com¬
mentators seem convinced that a harmonisation has taken place either with Psalms,
Samuel or Job 42:5. And, regardless of which of these two reconstructions are preferred
they have the benefit of explaining the Qumran Aramaic version's inverted representa¬
tion ofHebrew 7T'N.528
t : t x vj
wrwn ntmun DltH □ITO'' iby 4QJoba
i« • : - •••••: A - Jv : -i - : / -: -i: : : • i •
p-isn np-o xxvii, 6 prmi pm\ntih[... jnjnsn p hqio
)i"ior rrb 529|V|pa Rtgjob
jpoioTon/iwonn pmenmpw
527 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum',441; B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 497.
The difference between 11Q10 here and the targumic renderings in Psalms and Samuel being of course
that whereas the Qumran translator is here diverging from the MT, the targumic renderings are clearly
following the Hebrew |7K VQtf'b with expected attentiveness.
528 As noted by B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 497. Neither the preposition + infinitive nor
the preposition + substantive (hearing) would be conducive to the ante-positioning of 'ear'. It is of course
as Zuckerman notes, difficult to determine whether this harmonisation has taken place in the Vorlage or
been implemented by the translator himself.
529 The variant (pbsp"') preserved in some MSS (n T 1 N) represents a divergence from the majority
reading ('to hear'). In RtgJob, this root (^3p) is used to render MT primarily when this verb takes
an objective suffix or lamedh preposition. (See for example: 5:27, 13:17, 21:2,15:17, 22:27, 27:9 B, 29:21,
31:35, 32:10, 33:31, 33:33, 34:10, 34:34). When this is not the case, the meaning of the verb is perceived
as being more related to 'accept or obey' (which in the present context must refer to the previous 'correc¬
tion or punishment' of verse 10). It may be that this term is being used as a technical translation for the
reception of halakah (See R. Hayward, The Targum ofJeremiah, AramBib 12 (Wilmington: Glazier,
1987) 49, n.3). Most of these same MSS omit the prepositional phrase nb '(hear/accept) him' which has
been added by the majority of witnesses as an attempt to make good a perceived inadequacy in the source
text (that is the lack of a prepositional phrase 'to him'). The translator ofRtgJob provides an Aramaic
participle in place of the Hebrew imperfect form due to language difference and a similar transformation
occurs with the following verb form Cpnbsi).
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^otioN^io .^.toajo P-Job
V r^SOJ3PO-|-1 _nm . < vo
If they hearken and serve him, they complete their days in prosperity, and their years in pleas¬
antness. RSV
If they listen and obey God, then they will be blessed with prosperity throughout their lives.
( ) All their years will be pleasant. NLT530
The MT of Job 36:11 preserves two sets of parallelisms (listen/obey//days in
prosperity/years in pleasantness) within the structure of a conditional clause. While the
Syriac translator does not represent the Hebrew conditional,531 all three Aramaic ver¬
sions represent the initial verbs present in the Hebrew ('If they hear/obey and serve
him...'). As Sokoloff has noted, because the Aramaic/Syriac means 'to do'
rather than ' to serve' as in Hebrew, the translators responsible for both P-Job and
11Q10 fall victim to an erroneous translation through linguistic interference. The
parallel apodosis of verse 11 '(then) they shall complete their days in prosperity and their
years in pleasantness' finds close representation in the targumic and Syriac versions.
With respect to the Qumran translation, a small lacuna in the middle of the line prevents
us from determining what if any verb form has preceded the preserved portion, but it is
clear that the Aramaic shows a word order not found in the MT nor in the other Aramaic
530 The New Living Translation is a revision of K. Taylor's English paraphrase of a text which had al¬
ready been translated into English. D. Robinson, 'Pseudo-Translation' in Mona Baker (ed.) Routledge
Encyclopedia of Translation Studies (London : Routledge, 1998). Despite later revision toward the He¬
brew, its basic status as a pseudo-translation means that its witness to the Hebrew text is mediated and
indirect. It does nevertheless show that English linguistic-stylistic preference may impinge upon a render¬
ing of this verse in a way similar to that attested by the Qumran translation.
531 While in the MT verses 11 and 12 are parallel conditional units, the Syriac translator has rendered v.l 1
as part of the apodosis whose protasis occurs in verse 9 ('If they are bound in chains...'). The motivation
for this deviation from MT is likely to be found in the semantic link between verses 10
(lOX'-b IDiaV 03TX 'and he opens their ear to correction and says...') and 11 fliffoUfyQX 'if they
hear...'). This semantic link will then have overridden the constraint of the Hebrew word order preserved
in MT with the result being a substitution.
532 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 138; F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 143. For discussion offaux
amis in the Aramaic renderings of the Hebrew book of Job H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum',
145-50.
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translations.533 Where RtgJob (2W2 piTQV) and P-Job ..am^n..) follow the
Hebrew in presenting the object before the adverbial qualifier (pp), the Qumran text
°
S T4
shows an inversion of these two elements Cpntt"1 3t02). What has motivated this di¬
vergence from the strict parallelism of the Hebrew (i.e., 'their days in prosperity, their
535
years in pleasantness')? Part of the explanation may lie two verses earlier in the
Hebrew of Job 36:9. There the Hebrew shows parallel substantives bearing 3rd masc.
pi. suffixes in a central, adjacent position in the verse
Fnaarv nn'W'Di b^B onh -aw The fact that this pattern is replicated by theit - : • j- v : • at t: t jv t _r■ - - jr r j
Qumran translator there, and then apparently reproduced here (pmtfi pnQQ two
verses later may suggest some type of inter-verse influence. The case for some type of
inter-verse influence is strengthened (and complicated at the same time) by the evidence
of Job 21:13. There the Hebrew text presents a close parallel to the relevant portion of
Job 36:11: :iniT blNUi I7rn"l DiTft1 nto (ib:r ). Although the existing
MT reads a verbal form from 17*7a 'to wear out' it seems quite likely that this has re¬
sulted from a confusion of beth and kaph.536 In any case the presence of □ iTE"' BiLDB
533 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 143 and J. Fitzmyer, and D.J. Harrington, (eds.) A Manual ofPal¬
estinian Aramaic Texts, 30 follow the original editors in reconstructing ]")l27t£r (on the basis of RtgJob).
534 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 138. The defective spelling of jUia"1 is paralleled by defective
spelling in contracts composed in Middle Aramaic: HD"' [papHevB ar 4] pa1 [Mur 21 ar 2.15] (J. Fitz¬
myer, and D.J. Harrington, (eds.) A Manual ofPalestinian Aramaic Texts) as well as perhaps being found
in Gap 7.1 (See T. Muraoka, 'Notes on the Aramaic of the Genesis Apocryphon' RQ 8 (1972) 48).
535 The fragments of a Hebrew text of Job found at Qumran (4Qjoba) are relevant here. Although the offi¬
cial edition of the text fragments was, at the time of writing, still being prepared for publication (forth¬
coming DJD XII, see E. Ulrich, 'The biblical scrolls from Qumran Cave 4: A Progress Report of then-
Publication, RQ 14 (1989) 226) some of the editor's work may be inferred from an 'edition' of the text
prepared for the recently issued annotated translation of the biblical MSS from the vicinity of the Dead
Sea (M. Abegg, P. Flint, E. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls Bible (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1999) 590-93.
In addition, the relevant PAM photos (41294, 41786, 42638, 43096) have been consulted by the present
author (T.H. Lim [ed.] The Dead Sea Scrolls [ CD-Rom], (OUP and Brill, 1997). Here, the fragments
show a preservation of the word order found in the Masoretic Text. This would suggest that the positing
of 11Q10 as a literal translation of 4Qjoba is insufficient to explain the modifications in the Aramaic
translation which find no correspondence in the Qumran Hebrew fragments.
536 See discussion in S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 146.
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in an order which deviates from the MT of 36:11 and parallels the inversion appearing in
the Qumran translation must be given serious consideration in an assessment of this
modification. It would be unnecessarily artificial to consider the respective influences of
36:9 and 21:13 as mutually exclusive and therefore it may be that the modification has
resulted from a combination of influences. Finally it is worth remembering that the
fragmentary Qumran text has elsewhere suggested a possible transposition involving
nte.537
nrmn nvipD trWi nan *3 20:5—it '«!•• t \- : • : a »t • • t : \ j-j • <•
*ns?n hi, 7 [... j^Kh she ™ hqio
:Mni? nmbn mnm bmi www wwn nm ana Rtgjob
,CD rfel.TA r^°v 1 «i"I cnAxO.TjjCl .^GCDClX^ ^33 \ . yll .CtCT)AvjjO ~l Y^.l P-Job
,TCLXLx^3XA
that the mirth of the wicked is brief, the joy of the godless lasts but a moment. NIV
All three Aramaic versions preserve translations of the final portion of Job 20:5. The
targumist responsible for RtgJob follows the MT scrupulously, providing an equivalent
for the preposition (11?) before supplying the equivalent for 17T1 consistently offered
elsewhere.538 While the Syriac translator too provides a translation which suggests a
clear understanding of the Hebrew text, the rendering of P-Job diverges considerably
from the form of the Hebrew. A Syriac representation (^.u.) of the Hebrew preposi¬
tion is provided, but both an enclitic pronoun, ,m, and an adjective qualifying the length
of time (iftit 'brief) are added for the sake of creating an idiomatically explicit Syriac
537 See discussion of 21:25 above. The fact that in both cases this adverbial expression has been moved to
an 'earlier' position in the clause may suggest that these inter-verse influences may have been accompa¬
nied by a stylistic predisposition of the translator.
538 See RtgJob 7:18, 20:5, 34:20.
194
rendering.539 When we come to the Qumran translator's representation of the end of
20:5 we note that here too the general meaning of the Hebrew seems to have been un¬
derstood: tns?n 1 [the joy of the wicked] quickly passes'. It seems likely that the
translator, whether mistaking the MT preposition for a verb, or simply choosing to ren¬
der it this way, has represented "Hi? with a verbal form KIUD meaning 'to pass away'.540
It is then equally evident that the translator has understood the meaning of and sup¬
plied with adverbial force, 'quickly'. If all this is relatively obvious, there then
remains the question of why the translator has chosen to deviate from the Hebrew by
representing the adverbial form before the verb, rather than after.541 Lacking as
we are in immediate textual clues as to the motivation for this transposition, it is under¬
standable that T. Muraoka has included this transposition as one of his examples of how
'sumero-akkadian' influence in Eastern Aramaic has made its presence felt in the Qum¬
ran translator's deviations from the word-order of the Hebrew.542 While it is by no
means clear that linguistic necessity has compelled such a word order, it is interesting to
note that another Aramaic text from Qumran shows the ante-positioning of the verb in
relation to this adverb.543 Although it would not be wise to rule out Aramaic linguistic
considerations altogether, it may be that the answer lies closer to home. In this connec¬
tion it is interesting to note that the three other times that 27JT appears in the MT of Job,
it is used adverbially (7:18, 20:5, 34:20) as is the case here in llQlO's translation.
While none of these others are preserved in the Qumran translation, it is perhaps signifi-
539 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 75.
540 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 126 sees here either an error on the part of the translator
or the scribe responsible for the translator's Hebrew Vorlage. As Zuckerman notes, the rarity of this form
of the preposition would lend credence to this suggestion, as might the observation that "HI? is a common
form within the Aramaic paradigm for this verbal root (see G. Dalman, Grammatik, 281-90).
541 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 94 characterises 1 IQIO's translation here as a 'free rendering' of
the MT.
543 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 440-441.
543
lQGap 20.9 Miy1? ' and he sent (for her) quickly'. (J. Fitzmyer, and D.J. Harrington, (eds.) A
Manual ofPalestinian Aramaic Texts). Would Muraoka then point to this word order as representing a
Western Aramaic word order, untainted by Eastern influences?
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cant that all three of these adverbial uses of show a word order Adv-V as we see
— IT
here in the Qumran translation Vivb). It seems quite possible then that either
linguistic-stylistic preference or the influence of other similar constructions (or perhaps
some combination of the two) have played a part in the word order divergence of the
Qumran translation.
♦msVs) ntya tnxi ttdt-QKI 21:6
it— • T : /— T : • :AT : • : • :/- T • :
"b nm anam hqio
:Krrm non into n^mnai man jwdki Rtgjob
>tm=iA O.HJi^q A \ . \b\h\r< P-Job
When I think of it I am dismayed, and shuddering seizes mv flesh. RSV
When I think about this, I am terrified; trembling seizes mv body. NIV
It has already been noted that the Qumran translator fails to represent 'flesh'
("Hf??) in providing a more generic pronominal reference Qb).544 It is also interest¬
ing to note that both the Qumran and Syriac translators introduce a syntactic change into
their renderings of this clause, taking Hebrew ~lt£0 (subject in MT)545 as the object and
marking their translations with a lamadh to indicate its objective status.546 Where the
Qumran translation differs from both the Syriac and targumic versions is in its order of
representation. All three translators represent Hebrew THK with the cognate Aramaic
equivalent albeit with P-Job providing a 3rd pi. rendering n.w in place of the singular in
MT.547 But while the targum and Syriac versions follow the Hebrew in preserving a
544 See chapter 2 above.
545 R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 228.
546 For further discussion of 1 IQIO's use of the lamedh as marker of the object see B.E. Zuckerman, The
Process ofTranslation, 155; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 188. For representation of the object in
Syriac see T. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, § 97.
547 This may be attributed to the intra-verse influence of the erroneous plural rendering of Hebrew HI
with which this verb is then made to agree. H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 65 n.7 correctly attributes
the change in number of the noun to an error (67) but she seems to erroneously attribute the change in
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verb-initial sequence (V-O-S), the Qumran translation positions the verb medially in the
clause •b im anon (S-V-O) 'amazement seizes me'.548 Lacking any suggestion of a
misunderstanding or influence from the context, it seems most reasonable—particularly
in light of the other clearly linguistic-stylistic modifications already discussed—to at¬
tribute this word order discrepancy to linguistic or stylistic considerations. It is not sur¬
prising then that Muraoka has included this instance amongst the examples marshalled
in support of his suggestion that divergences like these represent the translator's rever¬
sion to a word order more reflective of the idiom of Aramaic in which he was most at
home.549 Because the order of verb ("inK) and object Qz) is maintained here and at¬
tested elsewhere,550 the crucial relationship in this case appears to be between that of
subject and verb. As with most English translators of this verse, the Aramaic translator
seems in this case to have preferred to 'front' the subject (KriOD) on stylistic grounds.
Vnn ofo '■»»} nnx vbv 34:13
it*.. /.. .. t /. t : at jt t j— t i*
[... bpn totfpi xxiv, 8
bnn pi -pep*? Trfa? Tps p Rtgjob
\ - -A m\s\ .T-I r aj-2na TOl3 Cl-LSn P-Job
Who gave him charge over the earth and who laid on him the whole world? RSV
We have already encountered Job 34:13 in connection with the Qumran transla¬
tion's omission of the prepositional phrase and here our attention is again focused
on the Aramaic versions' rendering of the beginning of the verse. In order to make
number in the verb (65, n.7) to language difference where it seems clear that the motivation is intra-verse
influence (as is suggested B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 155).
548 1 IQIO's rendering of MT lYISbS 'a shudder' with the more general (and less corporeal)
Knnn 'amazement' may indicate a contextual guess on the part of the translator. The infrequency with
which this noun appears in the Hebrew Bible would support such a suggestion. See B.E. Zuckerman, The
Process of Translation, 152.
540 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 440-441.
550 See 1 IQIO's translation of 33:10 where this exact same construction is provided.
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sense of the difficult Hebrew text551 the targumist has clearly filled out the syntax of the
Hebrew by means of an infinitival form oayob 'to make'). This modification involves
the relegation of the main verb of the Hebrew clause (7j?D_,'p 'who appoints...') to an
auxiliary role in the targum translation onyrab ...Tps p 'who appoints [someone]
over him to make...'). In 42:2 Vd-'?) 'that you are able (to do) all things' the Sy-
riac and Qumran translators also supply an infinitival expression to fill out what is per¬
ceived as a laconic Hebrew text ^»m\ -s)
and it is therefore clear that all three Aramaic translators were able to add elements
which they felt to be implied but unexpressed by the Hebrew text. In the present in¬
stance, while the targumist supplements the text, the order of presentation in RtgJob is
the same as that of the Hebrew being translated.(MT: 7j?D; RtgJob:
Nyna myob vnby Tpa) The Qumran version shows a roughly similar under¬
standing of the Hebrew text and as the editors ofDJD 23 have noted, 1 lQlO's rendering
of MT nyix 7j?D '(who) appointed him over the earth?' with "Qy Ky~lX Kl[n
'He made the earth.. .'is paralleled by the Greek version of Job.552 But here our concern
is not primarily with the possibility of a shared exegetical tradition but rather with the
Qumran translation's treatment of the Hebrew. Whereas the targumist provides the new
element (~Qy) by means of supplementing an Aramaic translation whose word order
corresponds to the Hebrew, the Qumran translator prefers to introduce "Dy through a
substitution for "Tj?D. More interesting for our purposes is the fact that this new verb
form takes the final position in the clause. The apparent lack of potential influences in
the context which might explain this transposition may lend support to Muraoka's cita¬
tion of this example as another instance of the translator's preference for Eastern word
order.553 Furthermore, evidence of other linguistic-stylistic modifications (e.g. the ap-
551 See discussion of the difficulties in chapter 2 (34:13) above.
552
(OQ enotriaev Triv YfiV) F. Martinez etal., Qumran Cave 11, 134.
551
T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 442. This instance is included along with 36:27, 39:25
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parent transformation of the Hebrew interrogative into an Aramaic declarative and the
omission of the suffixed preposition) would certainly lend a certain degree of credibility
to the suggestion that the transposition found here in the Qumran translation may be at¬
tributed to stylistic-linguistic preferences.554
nnsrm; wnvB Vx-^s* nVx-^-in 33:29
v it • j t *\— — a** — : • v \ t » v
nrbn pn pr xxiii, 8 "ib[3 ...] xn 11Q10
nbm pot pn xnbx msn p'rx bz xn Rtgjob
"p-s. v« 1 -1 \ rtcn\r<f tja ^cn\ -s y. ncn P-Job
God does all these things to a man— twice, even three times— NIV
God indeed does all these things, twice, three times, with mortals. NRSV
While the targumist prefers to render Hebrew "DY with the well known Aramaic
expression Q, both the Qumran and Syriac translators supply the Aramaic cognate
ph[.v The Syriac translator, however, like the targum, follows the MT in sup¬
plying the prepositional phrase ("DJ~Di7) as the final component of the sentence. In the
MT and these versions, the numerical element (twice, three times) which functions
adverbially, intervenes between the verb-subject cluster (bK_<?27D';) and the latter prepo¬
sitional phrase.555 The fragments of Hebrew Job found at Qumran appear to parallel the
and 40:5 as examples of post-positioning of the verb where the translator 'took a certain measure of liberty
with the Hebrew text'.
554 In the Qumran translation of this verse, the principal verbs of each main clause are now conjoined in
the 'centre' of the verse (tDEipl "IDS?)—a pattern seen frequently elsewhere in Job (e.g. 3:23, 19:9, 24:22,
25; 26: 11,27:10, 30:9 etc.).
555 Both M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 133 and F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 132 conclude that
llQlO's addition of jOT 'time' represents an elliptical expression '(one) time, two (times), three (times)'.
At 40:5 RtgJob adds MDT to a cardinal number in order to create a multiplicative. Support for the idea that
QYhth DV?J?9 (omission of the initial numeral) is rather unusual is provided by a similar series ofmultipli-
catives at 33:14 which does contain the initial numeral. The perceived awkwardness of the present case
for the Syriac translator is signalled by P-Job's interpretation ofD'DVS 'two times' here as the plural
rather than the dual in its translation. RtgJob provides an additional word in its translation (j^QT ],-in)
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word order preserved in the MT and there seems to be little in the surrounding context
which has influenced this transposition in 11Q10.556 It may well be that the transposi¬
tion was made in order to eliminate the intervention of the graded numerical sequence
between the more basic syntactic construction V-S (numerical sequence)-Pp.557 The
two English translations cited above may provide an analogy to the situation in Aramaic.
Apparently the linguistic-stylistic constraints operative in the production of both the
English RSV, and the Aramaic targum and Peshitta versions are such that the word order
of the source text takes priority over any perceived stylistic preference. On the other
hand, in the case of the NIV's English translation and that of the Qumran translator, it
seems that a perceived linguistic-stylistic constraint has overridden the priority of fidel¬
ity to the word order of the Hebrew with the result that both English and Aramaic trans¬
lators have transposed the prepositional phrase to the same place in their renderings—
leaving the numerical sequence to the end of their translations.
WW 'tfsa •nsrw'n ^ nns7T 3o:t6
• i ; • _i —: \ a- : - Lr* — : • — t \ t — :
K*n*ng;n ■tfif ..♦] xvi, 6 nmnn bv |s?m iiqio
:_tiraw ^irnrr k-ishdso bv Rtgjob
e?30-. .JO't.TjjO , v rOtCTDCl P-Job
And now, in me my soul poureth itself out, Seize me do days of affliction. YLT
And now my soul is poured out within me; days of affliction have taken hold of me. NRSV
The Syriac translator's omission of the Hebrew suffixed preposition has already
due to the linguistic constraints of Aramaic in expressing the multiplicative. (See G. Dalman, Grammatik,
134) It seems quite likely that the original editors of 11Q10 (Editio princeps, 57) have suggested that the
Qumran text should be understood as |"Hn ]QT 'two times' under the influence of the similar targumic
rendering (see however M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 133).
556 For general discussion of the Hebrew fragments see footnote 535 above.
557 See A. Steinmann, 'The Graded Numerical Sequence in Job' in A. Beck et al. (eds.) Fortunate the Eyes
that See (1995) 288-297. Steinmann has suggested in a private communication that the interposing of the
numerical sequence in 33:29 is unusual and syntactically ambiguous, particularly when contrasted with the
standard format of the graded numerical sequence (cola 1: x / cola 2 : x +1) which appears elsewhere in
Job (e.g. 5:19, 33:14; 40:5) For discussion of graded numerical sequences in the Hebrew Bible generally
see M. Haran, 'The Graded Numerical sequence' VTSup 22 (1972) 238-67.
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been noted in a previous discussion, but here we turn to the latter half of the verse where
it is the Qumran translator who diverges from the Hebrew text. While all three Aramaic
translators have provided renderings which correspond recognisably to the Hebrew text
C'3^-'days of affliction seize me'), the Qumran text shows a reversal of the
word order preserved in the MT and followed by the other Aramaic translators. Instead
ofMT V(-0)-S [N+N], the Qumran translator presents a word order which leaves the
verb in the final position and the construct phrase at the beginning
caispK*' ).558 Muraoka has included this instance of transposition
among the cases which suggest to him that the translator of the Qumran text is display¬
ing the influence of Eastern Aramaic word order.559 While Muraoka's perspective on
this transposition is plausible, the case is complicated by the translator's treatment of a
syntactically identical construction in the vicinity. Eleven verses later, at Job 30:27, the
translators are confronted with a very similar Hebrew text (:,3'27-,p? 'days of af¬
fliction confront me'. If the transposition in 30:16 was the result of a pervasive linguis¬
tic-stylistic constraint, a similar modification might well be expected shortly later in
verse 27. But the Qumran translation shows no such modification, providing a rendering
"'OT which seems to preserve the word order of the Hebrew.560 This
type of variation in close proximity would seem to exclude any suggestion that the
transposition found in 30:16 has resulted from a necessary linguistic constraint of Ara¬
maic. But if the similarities between verses 16 and 27 are striking, it may in fact be the
differences between them which shed light on the transposition in the present case.
While in 30:27 the translator is apparently willing and able to provide a proximate ren¬
dering of the Hebrew, in verse 16 above, both 11Q10 and P-Job show divergent render-
558 While F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 119 reconstruct a space at the beginning of the line which
may be sufficient for a literal equivalent for "nTTpk1, most commentators appear to favour the transposition
theory (See for example, Editio princeps, 42; J. Fitzmyer, and D .J. Harrington, (eds.) A Manual ofPales¬
tinian Aramaic Texts, 24; K. Beyer, Die Aramdischen Texte, 289).
559 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targurn', 441.
560 The partially preserved word beginning jbiJ may be reconstructed as KjIlS [ill or *6jbff (See F.
Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 121).
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ings of ^VrrjK1. Although they have not utilised the same root, both translators
(>,nSpKVxjoii.uj '[days of affliction] surround me') have provided semantically similar
renderings which suggest that the figurative language of the Hebrew text
C'fS?""'??? 'UVrnKi' 'days of affliction have seized me') has been considered stylistically
unacceptable to the translators.561 The conjunction ofword order divergence and other
contextual linguistic-stylistic modifications would seem to suggest that the transposition
evident here is also to be attributed to such causes.562 The Qumran translator's repro¬
duction of the Hebrew word order in 30:27 shows that his target language, Aramaic, un¬
like English in this case, can tolerate and accommodate the word order. But the transla¬
tor's rendering here in verse 16 suggests that an inverted word order may be preferred—
particularly when the translation is more idiomatic in any case. This phenomenon of
stylistic variation in close proximity has been well documented in the Peshitta by Iddo
Avinery and indeed while P-Job preserves the word order of the Hebrew in both cases
r/"T
under discussion, it preserves other variations of its own here. English again provides
a parallel: because the preservation of the Hebrew word order results in a contorted
English translation (as exemplified by YLT) virtually all English renderings of this verse
implement the transposition seen above in the NRSV.
561 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 297 classifies P-Job's rendering as a contextual one. E. Baumann,
'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 192 suggests that a variant Hebrew form such as ,3nTX'' 'to encir¬
cle, surround may lie behind the Syriac rendering.
562 Because the preservation of the Hebrew word order results in a contorted English translation (see YLT
above), virtually all English renderings of this verse implement a transposition (e.g. NRSV).
563 One of the chief examples of variation presented by I. Avinery, 'Problemes de Variation', 107 is the
alternate representations of the genitive. Interestingly although the Syriac translator of Job does not sup¬
ply the variation we meet here in 11Q10, he does provide yet another instance to add to Avinery's catalog:
the construct genitive of v. 16 (^.a^ Acx.) is replaced with the analytic form in v.27 rriniicx.).
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...jllK 13 1[... 4QJoba
9Yrra wrix Ymtn dtx-YD 36:25p I T •• /• - A IT /T T T
|ipy [... p]ma xxviii, 3 XEttN pn Tiibi? bbfi hqio
:ptna bpno''m rro pan tfrnn ba Rtgiob
.r^nuoi ^3 Q"..1 r^O icnori'vjj r<x_lr<f ,' -■<-> P-Job
All men have looked on it; man beholds it from afar. RSV
In its representation of Job 36:25, the Qumran rendering presents a word order at
odds with the MT not once, but twice. In the first instance, where the targumist and Sy-
riac translator basically follow the word order of the Hebrew 1'3~1Tn □1K"l73 (S-V-J A IT /T T T V
0[Pp]) in their renderings, the translator responsible for 11Q10 reverses the order of the
Aramaic equivalents so that the prepositional phrase precedes the verbal element
(prn vnbff) ,564 Muraoka again sees this post-positioning of the verb as a tell-tale sign
of sumero-akkadian linguistic influence, and his case would seem to be strengthened by
the adjustment found in the Qumran text's representation of the latter, parallel portion of
the verse.565 Again, the translator of 11Q10 presents the Aramaic reader with a render¬
ing which inverts the word order of the Hebrew. Again the prepositional phrase
([... p]THQ) is placed earlier in the clause, while the verb (]1p3n) takes up the final po¬
sition. Because adjustments are made in each half of the verse the parallelism of the unit
survives intact. But in both cases, as Muraoka has already noted, the verbal element ap¬
pears later in the clause. There appears to be little in the immediate context which
should have motivated such an adjustment of the verse, but in Job 28:24, verbs of vision
(DDI/nKI) similar to those found here, also appear in separate stichs and in that case they
564 The targumist approximates the Hebrew but the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job have chosen to provide
alternate renderings of MT V3~1Tn. P-Job has provided an objective suffix (.marfiu) while 11Q10 has
opted for an alternate prepositional phrase (VpSs?). The lack of similar Hebrew constructions in Job pre¬
vents confirmation that these respective modifications should be attributed to language difference.
565 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 441.
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do take the final position in the Hebrew.566 Another possible influence may be found at
Job 39:29 where (QWIP TOP37 pirnipV) shows a Hebrew word order which is compara¬
tively similar to the one found in 11Q10 here(}lp3'1 [... p]TnO). These may well be
sources of inter-verse influence which have impinged on the Qumran translator's ren¬
dering, but they seem insufficient to explain a double modification such as we find here.
Lacking any other clear reasons for such transpositions, Muraoka's suggestion of lin¬
guistic-stylistic influence may well be a more suitable explanation.567
In the preceding example we encountered two parallel transpositions in the same
verse. This is perhaps not entirely unexpected in the case of Hebrew poetry where par¬
allelism is often an important structure. In the following example, we are likewise pro¬
vided with two examples of transposition, but the verse in question is drawn not from a
poetic passage but from the prose 'epilogue'.
m?3 YV79nm 31% n*3tf*-nx nw nim 42:10
j- : \ : 1— : 1 • : • -1 : • : v t < t i—
3i•■'K*7 ncto-Vs-nx mrr no'i inniv ; • ; \ • : /v t v */t : ' v s— a** ••
m bm |nnin nb arm xxxviii, 4 pornn *yrtb* nni iiqio
mmxbsn nrx nnbi m ana "m antral nb xin Rtgjob
:*6aiaa nrxb mm bi m wn nana *701x1 mnnan biaa
:pn m bv {*6}
.,cr>\ v r^ara jCUr^.T <n&\. -i r uygiror^ r<L» P-Job
,r^°> V jCUriX cnA r^Clcn \ v r<^ TSO nr<Vi
And (the LORD) (restored) the fortunes of Job, when he had prayed for his friends; and the
LORD gave Job twice as much as he had before. RSV
566 While the present verse presents 023/i"!Tn, 1 IQIO's renders both Htn (36:25) and HtO (42:5, 29:8,
33:26, 28, 40:11 etc.) with Aramaic Til. While the Syriac translator does show a transposition of the verb
in 28:24, the Qumran translation of this verse is unfortunately not preserved.
51,7
Again, the Hebrew fragments from Cave 4 of Qumran provide no parallel for the Qumran translation,
maintaining, insofar as it is preserved, the word order found in the MT. See PAM 43.096.
204
All three Aramaic versions follow the Hebrew in beginning 42:10 with the waw
conjunction, but while each translator represents the tetragrammaton, the manner in
which they do so differs significantly. The Qumran translator's provision of the generic
divine name for the tetragrammaton here and elsewhere568 contrasts notably with
the various witnesses within the MSS tradition of RtgJob which have preserved the sup¬
plementary phrase -1 prior to its distinctive rendering of the divine name v,\569
Different again is the translation of P-Job which does not follow the Qumran translation
in using the generic but prefers to provide r<.Ti*>. The issue here, however, is
not how the Aramaic translators have represented the tetragrammaton but where they
have done so in their respective renderings. Both the targumist (DTlhs XICOT) and
the Syriac translator (e^rore- take their cue from the Hebrew text in following
the waw conjunction with their rendering of the divine name. The Qumran text, how¬
ever, shows a discrepancy vis-a-vis the MT, for although providing a semantically simi¬
lar translation, it shows an inverted order in the Aramaic nm). T. Muraoka rec¬
ognises that the Qumran text's transformation (V-S-O) of the MT word order (S-V-O)
must be admitted as a counter-example to his argument for Eastern Aramaic influence
on llQlO's word order, and indeed, at first blush, such would seem to be the case.570
An examination of the context, however, suggests that certain other constraints may be
operative in this situation. Lying as it does at the heart of the prose epilogue, it is not
surprising that this verse is preceded by one (42:9) which contains no less than three
verb-initial clauses (.. .NtA1)/.. .liyiPT/.. .T3VH). While the Qumran translation does not
preserve a rendering of 42:9 in its entirety, its rendering also employs verb-initial
o o o .
clauses exclusively . Similarly in the verse which follows (42:11)
568See for example 40:6 and particularly 42:9 and 11. In M. Sokoloff s retroversion (M. Sokoloff, The
Targum to Job, 168) of the putative 'Hebrew' Vorlage of the translator the Hebrew tetragrammaton is
preserved.
569 See Appendix I: Memra in 11Q10.
57(1 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 441. This case is acknowledged but not treated in any
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the verb-initial (waw + prefix conjugation) clauses again carry the main narrative line
( Here in 42:10, however, while the main narrative line is
supported by the appearance of.. •Ip'n in 42:10b, the verse begins with the subject (tetra-
grammaton) fronted instead of the verb (rppU^nx DU? HTTP!). T.O. Lambdin has de¬
scribed how the sequence disjunctive waw-S-Verb can serve to interrupt or break into the
main narrative to supply information perceived as related to, but also somehow back¬
ground to the main narrative line.571 Whether or not the interruption of the sequence
here should be interpreted in such a manner or not is unclear, but what is obvious is that
waw + subject interrupts the otherwise unbroken series of main narrative verbs.572 It is
also clear that the targumist and Syriac translator have reproduced the word order pre¬
served in the MT. In the case of the Qumran translator, the linguistic-stylistic priority of
syntactical harmonisation with the surrounding environment has overridden any consid¬
eration of the disjunctive nature of 42:10. The consequence of this tendency toward
syntactical harmonisation appears to have been the creation of an Aramaic verb-initial
sequence and a divergence from the MT word order.
The second transposition in this verse is to be found at the tail end of the Qumran
text's rendering. All three Aramaic versions follow the Hebrew in expressing the narra¬
tive fact that Job received double (nJUfob) the amount of possessions that he'd had be¬
fore his trials. While the Syriac translator provides an expected equivalent (r<a-^r<), the
type of Aramaic multiplicative preserved in the Qumran text CpTl in) is included
alongside an alternative form in the targumic translation.574 The Qumran text
detail.
571 T. Lambdin, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew, 164.
>72 While it might be argued that verse 10 serves to provide parenthetical material pertinent to the narrative
of Job's rehabilitation and social re-integration, an equally viable interpretation would include Job's
prayer and the restoration of his material in the main narrative line.
573 With respect to the position of T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 441-2 the above discus¬
sion would seem to require that any linguistic-stylistic tendency for the post-positioning of the verb has in
this case been overruled by a desire for syntactic harmonisation with the context.
574 The labelling of '["HD "in hu with the rubric {X1/} alongside the other translation marks this double
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locates its equivalent not at the end of the verse—as do the targum and Syriac texts—but
immediately following the verbal form which appears in the clause. In the earlier exam¬
ple of transposition in this verse, we saw that a stylistic preference for grammatical har-
monisation was the primary motivator for diverging from the Hebrew word order. Here,
however, the discrepancy appears to result from a properly linguistic constraint. While
the lexeme nilZhp is relatively free in terms of its positioning vis-a-vis other grammatical
elements in a Hebrew clause, not all languages display this same flexibility.575 The
usual English equivalent, for example, is less flexible in terms of its positioning as may
be seen by a cursory examination of English versions of Genesis 43:12 and 15. In verse
15 Cirri?1? IDSTliUrp) the Hebrew qualifier precedes both the object and the verb and
while the verb tends to take initial position in English renderings, the translators are
happy to reproduce the word order of the Hebrew with respect to (e.g. So the
men took the present, and they took (^0n3U?7p) double the money.. .NRSVI. Three
verses earlier, however, where the Hebrew presents the exact same information in a dif¬
ferent order (Ijlj? n3t2?7p IpD) English translations must invert the order to create an
idiomatic translation (e.g. Take (nfOp) double the money with you... NRSV).576
What light this sheds on the present discussion may be seen when it is noted that here in
Job 42:10, these same constraints are operative in the English rendering. The priority of
the English idiom has required the translators to position their rendering of npJZ???1? be¬
fore the clause which is qualified by it.('...the LORD gave Job twice as much as he had
before.') When we turn to the rendering of the Aramaic translator of the Qumran text
we see that the translation (n1? Kin nn bsn pn "in nb nm) shows an identical
rendering of 'double' as an 'editorial' doublet. (3 1"T ^ b 12 V CD) The fact that this rubricated version ap¬
pears in the margin of 3 and 1 might lend support to the theory that the multiple translations in RtgJob are
due largely to a process of integrating editorial work. (See C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 11 and R.
Weiss, nv-N iddV minn, xvii).
575 For Hebrew see e.g. O-m-V (Gen. 43:12), m-O-V (Gen. 43:15) V-O-m (Exod. 16:22), V-m-O (Jer
16:8).
576 Where the object being qualified is provided, idiomatic English seems to prefer that the qualifier 'dou¬
ble' or 'twice' precede the qualified object. For other examples of this see e.g. Ex 16:22 and Jer 16:18.
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adjustment with the modifier taking up a position between the dative and the following
clause. Whether this adjustment reflects, as it seems to in English, a consistent linguistic
constraint of llQlO's Aramaic dialect or whether the adjustment is simply an optional
stylistic preference of the translator, it seems quite reasonable to locate this modification
at some point on the linguistic-stylistic continuum.
Summary of Transposition in 11Q10
In light of the foregoing discussion of various examples in the Qumran transla¬
tion, we are now in a better position to offer some tentative answers to the questions
posed at the beginning of the chapter. In the above analysis, we have encountered sev¬
eral instances where confirmation of a possible transposition in the Qumran translation
577
is precluded by the poor state of the manuscript. In most of these examples, the case
for the dislocation of the element to a portion of the manuscript now lost must be
weighed against the very real possibility that the form was never included in the transla¬
tion.578 While this uncertainty inevitably complicates any assessment of the possible
motives for these 'transpositions', one of the cases (34:7) seems quite likely to have
been a genuine dislocation resulting from a desire to harmonise the word order with
other comparable texts.
But even in the unlikely event that each instance identified as a possible transpo¬
sition could be shown to be an omission rather than a mere dislocation of the text, the
Qumran translation nevertheless provides numerous examples of clear and unequivocal
divergences from the word order attested in the Hebrew text of the MT. Again, as with
omissions in 11Q10, the manifest existence of a transposition in no way guarantees that
its cause may be easily identified.
In a few cases, where larger blocks of material (i.e. verses or multiple clauses)
are concerned, it seems quite conceivable that the transposition of text may have already
577
E.g. 30:3, 23:2, 37:18, 36:30, 21:25, 34:7.
578 A possibility which must be taken seriously in light of chapter 2.
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579taken place in the translator's Vorlage. However, in these instances there are also
other explanations possible and a variant Vorlage is by no means certain. Indeed several
other dislocations clearly evident in the text of the Qumran translation seem to defy easy
explanation and are more likely to have been the result of a relatively complex interac¬
tion of causes which are not easily disentangled. Such causes may include adjustment of
580
a particularly idiomatic Hebrew expression, a preceding modification in the con¬
text,581 or an attempt to come to terms with a Hebrew text perceived as ambiguous or
challenging.582 In all cases, what seems to remain constant is the translator's willingness
to sacrifice the word order of the source text as a means of creating a more fluent and
intelligible reconstitution of the Hebrew text in Aramaic.
The Qumran translation also presents instances where its divergence from the
word order of the MT seems to be related to the presence of a text, in the nearer or more
SRT
remote vicinity, which is semantically similar but presents a different word order. Of
course, the judgement that a given transposition is due to inter-verse influence is com¬
plicated by the possibility that the translator's Aramaic linguistic-stylistic preferences
may have led to the divergence in word order quite independently of any harmonising
tendencies. It is not surprising therefore that the Qumran text presents some cases which
would seem to defy any strict classification in terms of purely inter-verse influence or
5R4
entirely linguistic-stylistic preference.
Finally, the Qumran Aramaic translation presents several instances in which it
seems that the translator has diverged from the word order in order to produce a more
CRC
fluent and idiomatic Aramaic text for the reader. This suggestion is made plausible by















side the transposition. Although invariable adjustments ofword order across the breadth
of the textual sample are rare, the translator seems willing to override the default priority
of adherence to the word order of the Hebrew in those cases when transposition will re¬
sult in a rendering which is stylistically preferable. Although the limited size of the
sample restricts any wide-sweeping conclusions, the lack of clear consistency and the
presence of variation in proximity would seem to suggest that most of these transposi¬
tions should be understood as resulting from a conscious or unconscious stylistic prefer¬
ence on the part of the translator, rather than an inflexible linguistic constraint. This ob¬
servation does not mean, however, that Muraoka is necessarily incorrect to suggest that
these syntactic divergences from the Hebrew are somehow related to linguistic influ¬
ences on the Aramaic of the translator, but further discussion of the sustainability of his
thesis must be postponed until an analysis of the other Aramaic versions is undertaken.
It is a happy coincidence that one of the last verses to be found in the Qumran
translation (42:10) preserves examples of transposition due to harmonisation and lin¬
guistic-stylistic preference. The occurrence of both in a single verse would seem to
highlight the possibility that transposition is simply one part of the translator's overall
strategy for creating an Aramaic equivalent of the Hebrew which would be acceptable to
the intended readership. But, in light of previous examples which suggest the possibility
that a variant Vorlage may he behind the transposition, is it not possible to also attribute
probable harmonising transpositions to a Hebrew scribe rather than the Aramaic trans¬
lator? Perhaps, but the clear willingness of the translator to diverge from the word order
in other instances for linguistic-stylistic reasons means that it is perfectly reasonable to
assume that the harmonisations evident in the Qumran text may also be attributed to the
translation process. And, if these adjustments of word order are to be seen as the work
of the translator, it should also be recognised that a desire for harmonisation is, in and of
itself , a stylistic preference of the translator.586
586 Of course this conclusion in turn raises other questions: what has caused the harmonising translator to
prefer one word order rather than the other (i.e., why harmonise word order x with y rather than word or¬
der y with x)? Is the desire for harmonisation the result of an ideological concern or simply a stylistic one




Having prefaced our analysis of transposition in 11Q10 with a brief discussion of
word order in Aramaic, we now turn our attention to the subject of transposition in the
Syriac versions, and more particularly, the Syriac version of Job. While it is true that the
issue of the Syriac translators' divergence from the word order of their putative Hebrew
Vorlage has received some treatment by scholars, much work remains to be done in this
area.587 With regard to the Syriac translation of Job, while Mandl noticed early on that
the Peshitta translation displayed deviations from the word order of the MT, these were
SRR
largely and uncritically attributed to the Vorlage of the Syriac translator. In his treat¬
ment of the Hebrew book of Job, Eduard Dhorme also made passing reference to the Sy¬
riac translations' divergence from the word order evident in the Hebrew text of the
My 589 While this initial documentation of the phenomenon was useful, it fell to H.
Szpek to undertake a more concerted and systematic approach to transposition in the Sy¬
riac version of Job.590 According to Szpek, ambiguity/error, intra-verse influence and
587 See for instance i. Avinery, 'The Position of the Declined KL in Syriac', 333; idem, 'The Position of
the Demonstrative Pronoun in Syriac' JNES 34 (1975) 123-27; idem, 'Problemes de Variation', 105-9; T.
Muraoka, 'Remarks on the Syntax of Some types of Noun Modifier in Syriac', JNES 31 (1972) 192-94; J.
Joosten, 'On the Ante-Position of the Attributive Adjective in Classical Syriac and Biblical Hebrew' ZAH
6 (1993) 188-192. For a recent list ofwork on all aspects of Syriac grammar see the bibliography com¬
piled by Sebastian Brock in: T. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, 124-147.
588 A. Mandl, Die Peschitta zum Hiob, 24. In his defence, Mandl does tend to focus his discussion of
transposition more at the level of the letter or character rather than words or clauses. The present study is
primarily concerned with a more typically syntactic type of transposition, namely 'word order'.
589 E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob, ccxviii 2:5, 10:11, 12:19, 16:22,31:35,32:3,38:36.
None of these examples falls within the textual material represented in all three Aramaic versions of Job.
590 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 108-112. This is not to suggest that in their own verse-by-verse
treatment of P-Job, Baumann and Rignell were not aware of these transpositions, but rather that neither
attempted any type of systematic or intensive analysis.
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language difference were the three primary factors which led to transposition, with the
latter category vastly outnumbering the occurrences of the first two combined.591 While
Szpek's classification and cataloguing of transposition in P-Job is useful, the scope of
her study did not allow her the space to dwell on anything more than a handful of exam¬
ples and the largest category, that of 'language difference' remains largely undifferenti¬
ated and unanalysed.592 The following discussion will give consideration to the in¬
stances of transposition found in that portion of P-Job's text which corresponds to the
preserved manuscript of 11Q10. For this reason, it would be overly optimistic to assume
that Syriac Job's deployment of transposition will be comprehensively explained below,
however, it is hoped that this closer look at word order divergence in the Syriac version
will not only clarify the nature ofP-Job's deviation from the MT, but will also shed light
on transposition in the other Aramaic versions.
Whereas the Qumran translation presents only one example of transposition
(36:28) which has resulted from a previous modification in the co-text, the Syriac ver¬
sion shows several such instances.
it : /•• - : 1 — — ; - A* : - 1 /•• T : T »-
[... | kiai -iper xxiv, 7 Knbx *n:s panf...] 11Q10
an bpbp* *6 rrrp xb xnbx KBtfipn d-d rtgjob
.r^jjTClr^ \n-r \ r^mArrf T —i \ rrA r<"cnAr^ A\_, r^i_. TJt P-Job
Yea, of a surety, God will not do wickedly, Neither will the Almighty pervert justice. ASV
We have already met Job 34:12 and the Syriac translator's version of it in our
CQO
discussion of omission in P-Job, but here we are concerned with the second half of
591 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 108. Ambiguity/error (9) intra-verse influence (6) language dif¬
ference (100+).
592 The notable exception to this rule is Szpek's extensive discussion (108-9) of the formulaic phrase 'and
N1 answered N2 and said'. On this topic see chapter 9 below (42:1).
593 See chapter 3 ad. loc.
the verse where both the translator of the Qumran text ([... ] X"IP1) and that of the tar-
gum CH£H) follow the Hebrew of the MT in providing a rendering of the divine
name.594 In the case of the Syriac translation, however, the rendering of the divine name
(rfcnAtrr) is to be found not at the beginning of 34:12b but rather following the negative
particle which is supplied by the translator as an equivalent for X'b. The apparent ex¬
planation for the Syriac translator's dislocation of the text is provided by the occurrence
of the particle (whether it has taken the place of the Hebrew waw conjunction or
has simply been added to the Syriac rendering for the sake of clarity or fluency). This
seems likely because we see elsewhere in P-Job that Syriac linguistic-stylistic con¬
straints dictate that the negative particle (r<X) follow directly on the heels of when it
is supplied. This is clearly illustrated by the Syriac version of MT 35:13
(n3i"lW> Njb 'W'D where P-Job again requires that the negative immediately follow the
supplied particle (.cnX mr-n r^cnW -3i<). 595 This separation of the normally adja¬
cent negative particle from its corresponding verbal form (and the resultant interposing
of the divine name) is seemingly a linguistic-stylistic modification which has followed
on necessarily from the translator's addition of the particle (~9>r<r). The Syriac translation
of 38:29 also shows a transposition resulting from a preceding modification in the co-
text, but the antecedent adjustment as we will see below is different.
■»& 1'DDI mj?n X2P •>& 38:29i t : _!• • — t / : —At — jt t • x vJv •
bp* if* xxxi, 7 fpKn paa p pn pi hqio
:rrrr t't p awn aT^ai amp paa jam aon^ p Rtgiob
..tAor< cvlso pf.irnna cin °i i ^ rrf.T - \\o r^W^o P-Job
Out of whose womb came the ice? And the hoary frost of heaven, who hath gendered it ? ASV
From whose womb did the ice come forth, and who has given birth to the hoarfrost of heaven?
RSV
594 For the Aramaic versions' rendering of the divine name here see discussion above (page 184).
595 For other examples of this constraint see 2:10, 11:2 and 32:9.
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The Hebrew text shows a word order which begins with a prepositional phrase
follows with a unit containing interrogative + verb (KJ^ ,??) and concludes with
the object of the verbal phrase (rnj?n). It is clear that both the targumist and the Qumran
translator follow suit by providing Aramaic translations which resemble the Hebrew and
each other in many respects, including word order. With regard to their respective
translations of rnj?n for instance it is evident that the equivalents supplied in 11Q10
(NT^n) and RtgJob (Xmp) take up final positions in their respective clauses. While
the Syriac version provides the same lexeme as is supplied by the Qumran translator, its
position in the overall structure of 38:29a is very different, coming as it does near the
beginning of verse 1 (on<M ^ re.i.\\o rA\,o). In fact the observation that
r^i.Nv^ does not take the initial position but is preceded by rd^o seems to be crucial for
understanding the motivation for such a modification. While the end ofMT 38:28 reads
:t?p-,blX TVirr^ the Syriac presents this material (vv. 28 and 29) in such a manner
that the final word of verse 28 (MT) *70 has become the first word of the Syriac verse 29
(^\o).596 Whatever the reasons for this redivision and inclusion of rA\,o at the begin¬
ning of verse 29 in the Syriac, it seems clear that the arrival of an object which shares
some semantic components with ^i.\\1ias 'attracted' the latter to the beginning of the
verse where it is conjoined rd\o) to td\,o. Again it is the preceding modifi¬
cation, in this case, redivision, which has led to what would otherwise be an inexplicable
■ • 597
transposition.
We have seen from the above examples that the Syriac translator apparently feels
free to adjust the word order of the Hebrew in order to create intelligible Syriac out of a
596 P-Job 39:28b: r<ri\jk\,cu dorf o_i=o. E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 273 has sug¬
gested the possibility that a (ni\\a ) was originally the marker of the genitive relationship (.t) between the
two lexemes which appear in construct in the Hebrew. This redivision is also noted by H.M. Szpek,
Translation Technique, 114.
597 In the English translation of the RSV, the provision of an auxiliary 'did' has necessitated the post-
positioning of the main verb of the clause 'come forth'. The ASV preserves the final position of 'ice' but
must invert the interrogative pronoun and 'whom' in order to produce a more idiomatic brand of English.
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previously modified text. The Syriac version of Job also presents cases where the per¬
ceived difficulty or ambiguity of the Hebrew has forced the translator to deploy transpo¬
sition alongside other adjustments in an attempt to produce a fluent Syriac translation.
At 37:12 the translator resorts to the inversion of adjacent forms as a means of resolving
the difficulty of the source text.598 Another case is found in the Syriac version of Job
39:10:
:TiriK trpm *nto,'-DK Vn'nr nVro nnntfpnn 39:10• iv-: ~ J* t v - : • a vJv : \ t • r:
jink nrpdh [-njoi nn^fn (ion/?)["itDpnn hqio
xvbmmyn mtoprn -lEhwntfsrK Rtgjob
jyiro-p ~n^ pa
tA.*TC\ .r&L. i.1 crA.in A-S. n?±±-3 ^\_1 rC TCDrrf P-Job
.r^ntn x r^"T^\r<lrj
Can you bind him in the furrow with ropes, or will he harrow the valleys after you? RSV
Can you bind the wild ox in a furrow with ropes? Or will he harrow the valleys after you? NAS
Because the syntax of Job 39:10 has seemed problematic, it has long been the
object of emendation at the hands of the commentators.599 Both English translations
above seem to follow Hahn and Stickel in reading Hebrew VnOV as an accusative of the
instrument ('in the furrow with his cord'). Other commentators (including Siegfried and
Budde) have found this option appealing but have resorted to emending the text (Vn'DSH)
rather than stretching the grammar. Long before it was suggested by Dillman, the ma¬
jority of the witnesses to the targum tradition understood the relationship between the
last two lexemes in the clause as a genitival one—the dalath supplied by the targumist in
598 MT: rnViann? ijsnr.p p-Job: uso ^ Like the immediately preceding
case in 38:29, the Syriac translator has apparently taken the 3rd masc. sg. suffix of DpVD1? as a resumptive
reference to the preceding I'jnVlSnriB. Again the translator has simply produced a simpler version based
on the equivalence ofVrOlSnrQ =vn"»ira.
599 See S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 317 for full listing of authorities and discussion of
issues.
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order to make sense of the text.600 It seems clear that the Syriac translator's solution to
the perceived syntactic problem was to transpose its renderings of D"H and Vn'Di? with
the result that in the Syriac r^L.i is connected to .t oA.to A_s. 'upon (his) neck of601
and becomes the direct object of the verb. ('Will you bind the yoke upon the neck
of the wild ox?')602 While modem commentators demonstrate that there are other ways
ofmaking sense of the Hebrew text, the translator of P-Job has clearly seen a deviation
from the word order of the MT as being the preferred means of creating a fluent transla¬
tion.603
The Syriac translator's deviations from the word order of the Hebrew may stem not
only from preceding modifications or problematic source texts, but also from the influence
of Hebrew texts in the vicinity which share some features with a given text, but present a
different word order. As the following examples make clear, the proximity at which this
influence is exerted may vary considerably.
600
According to C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 84 the 2nd edition of the Rabbinic Bible supplies beth.
601 Because P-Job provides a proximate equivalent in 36:28, the translation here ofMT O'tTQ 'to a fur¬
row' as ctA.to W 'upon his neck' suggests that the translator has felt the awkwardness of the Hebrew
construction and sought to provide a smoother contextual rendering. Interestingly, E. Dhorme, A Com¬
mentary on the Book ofJob, 602 without apparent reference to the Syriac, favours an emendation of the
Hebrew which results in: n'3V ipJVD TlP'pflrj 'Will you bind a rope about his neck?' Either the translator
of P-Job has read a different Vorlage or has anticipated the conclusions of the modern text critics.
602 The independent suggestion of B. Duhm, Das Buch Hiob, 190 that the original Hebrew text may have
read: Ifrbn ni3173 UHP'pnn provides some interesting parallels to P-Job's modification, but the willing¬
ness of both Duhm and the Syriac translator to diverge from the MT word order should certainly not be
taken as necessarily signifying an alternate Vorlage.
603 An example of a transposition arising from a preceding error or misreading is found at 41:11. Because
the Syriac translator willingly reproduces virtually the same word order (Pp - S - V) of the MT in the
following verse 12, the new word order of the Syriac verse 1 la (V - Pp - S) (r<r.ii<3ail cti^cls ^ v. n °o a
r^icu -t uyi<) might well be a result of the translator's misreading of the first two characters of
'TlTS as the comparative particle 'like'. See H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 241 for a similar case
of P-Job's creation of a simile through incorrect word-division.
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•nmn Yrw? m'-ita x^'nrj 38:32I** : - t /%• T — • — : A • : J T - j»
[... JbKTi n^nSS?K[...| 11Q10
:|innnn by tro aran man K^TO noto p^snn Rtgjob
,r^A\C-\ 3r<^ Au rd ~Dr<^Q Clr^ ,cn_l Taj rfAi\\^\ noA [<"03 P-Job
Can you lead forth the Mazzaroth in their season, or can you guide the Bear with its children?
RSV
Each of the respective Aramaic versions seems to have provided an equivalent for the
final Hebrew verb in the verse □rtifi.604 While the Qumran translator supplies a form of
WW 'to give up' it is difficult to know how this is related to the Hebrew of the source
text.605 The Syriac translator seems to have understood □0321 as being derived from ei¬
ther nm606or DTO 'to comfort, console'607 rather than mi608 Interestingly, as both Gor-
dis and Rignell have noted, the rendering supplied by P-Job <kjre preb '(will) you be a
protector'609 would seem to be paralleled by the understanding of this verse in the Tal¬
mud.610 Our concern here, however, is the position of the respective renderings. It is
clear that the Qumran and targum translations follow the Hebrew in supplying the verb
in the final position, but in the Syriac version, hurt pkp comes not at the end but instead
at the beginning of 38:32b.611 But how is this discrepancy in word order vis-a-vis the
MT to be best explained? At least part of the solution seems to he in the surrounding
604 E. Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob, 591understands this form as a hiphil derived from tint
but see P-Job's translation to this verse for another interpretation of this form.
605 Editio princeps, 73; F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave II, 155, M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 151. It
may simply be a contextual translation in parallel with XWnn 'will you bring out' of the first clause.
606 E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 274 suggests that the P-Job's Flebrew Vorlage
contained a form of this verb.
607 G. Rigncll, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 326.
608 As suggested in F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave II, 155.
<>0''
Payne-Smith, 494.
610 bT.Berakhot 58b as noted by R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 451 and G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book
ofJob, 326.
61' P-Job's tendency to translate Flebrew imperfects with Syriac participle (+ independent pronoun) is dis-
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co-text where other signs of divergence are evident. Because P-Job's translation
suggests Hebrew rP}D_<7S7612 rather than MT rP33_t717 'over her sons' it seems quite
likely that the Syriac rendering has resulted from either a variant or misreading of D for
D.613 Working on the seemingly safe assumption that the Syriac translator has rendered
the prepositional phrase rP3D~,7V it then seems equally clear that the rendering has seen
the 3ld sg. suffix of the Hebrew as referring retrospectively to WW. The natural collapse
of this construction into therefore explains the transposition of from
the beginning of the sentence to a position following the prepositional phrase. While this
analysis seems to adequately account for the dislocation of it does not explain
why the Syriac translation's verb :nr£a) appears at the beginning of the verse,
rather than at the end as in the Hebrew. It seems most likely that the Syriac translator
has been influenced in his word order choice in v.32b by the presence of a 2nd masc. sg
verbal form in the first half of the verse (mj.iAn jl^ r^n). This stylistic prefer¬
ence for harmonised word order in parallel stichs will be a recurring theme in the exam¬
ples which follow.
sno&a wan DrP39 nsin D3&& 40:13
I I T - J •••••: —AT JT T v : T
norm btopn pn[... mfro nsan |ib[n] xxxiv, 9 IDtDl 11Q10
bnD prpsa *nrD inssn parna Rtgjob
.K*!!!u.T3 JCOnii ^Cim « °>r<fO .^CCJ rJ" "TCUsnSaj r^Unr^O P-Job
Hide them all in the dust together: bind their faces in the world below. RSV
cussed and amply documented by H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 80-1 (n 36).
612 P-Job's translation here is the expected equivalent of this Hebrew construction. (See Syriac rendering
of Job 1:11).
613 E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 274 favours the former.
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Apart from incidental discrepancies, the three Aramaic versions of Job present
substantially similar translations of the Hebrew text of 40:13a.614 The targum and Qum-
ran translations follow the Hebrew text by preserving the sequence V - Pp -Adv in their
respective translations (rnfro -issn jifapi] "lotM/Kiro *oss?n paracD). in the
Syriac version on the other hand, the positions of the verb and adverb have been re¬
versed with ^curc -taiAo now closing the clause and beginning it. But the ques¬
tion remains whether it is a preference for post-positioning of the verb which has led to
this transposition or rather the ante-positioning of the adverb. It seems that it is the lat¬
ter element—the adverb re.Tj^r^ -which provides the key to understanding this adjust¬
ment in the Syriac translation. We see that this adverb ("7rP) appears predominantly to¬
ward the beginning of Hebrew clauses in Job and therefore it is perhaps not surprising
that here where it appears in the final position in the Hebrew it has been transposed to
the beginning by the Syriac translator.615 Even more importantly for the present case is
the fact that where the expression 'upon the dust together' appears elsewhere in Job the
Hebrew presents Adv - Pp, the very word order which has been reproduced by the
translator's inversion of the Hebrew here.616 It seems most likely that the present case is
to be best explained on the basis of the translator's harmonisation of the word order here
with that of similar passages in Job.
614 Both 11Q10 and P-Job provide an initial waw conjunction and both represent the 3ld masc. pi. objective
suffix of the Hebrew with equivalent independent pronouns j"0[ri |/.cur^. While this latter type of modi¬
fication would seem initially to be a result of language difference (H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique,
97) in 40:11 above the imperative + objective suffix is rendered using a grammatically similar Ara-
maic/Syriac structure and therefore it would appear that the use of the independent pronoun here is either a
usage restricted to the rendering of the Hebrew 3ld pi. objective suffix or more likely simply a parallel sty¬
listic preference of both the translator of 11Q10 and P-Job.
615 See for instance 17:16, 21:26,19:12, 24:4, 31:38.
616 MT 17:16 nm "ISyWv 7!T P-Job: MT 21:26:1331^ -|DWbS7 717)
P-Job: r<^-rre W r^u^nr That an Aramaic translator might be particularly amenable to such a har¬
monisation is suggested by evidence from lQGap where this adverb precedes prepositional phrases at
21.21 and 22.1(J. Fitzmyer, and D.J. Harrington, (eds.) A Manual ofPalestinian Aramaic Texts).
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irpix ^7^ •'HK 19:13
[ ].n ttt ipnnh hqio
wbn innx -pn ^snvi pms "nbm_ "m Rtgjob
ni-i \ >_^.i_. ci .t_L^) on..-tr^ pjr< P-Job
My brethren from me He hath put far off. And mine acquaintances surely have been estranged
from me. YLT
He has alienated my brothers from me: my acquaintances are completely estranged from me.
NIV
While all three Aramaic versions provide aphel/haphel forms of pm/xnj-T in
rendering the hiphil form of the cognate Hebrew verb, only RtgJob follows the MT in
understanding the verb as a direct causative. Instead of understanding 'brothers' as the
object of the verb, as is the case in the targum "'TIN, P-Job and 11Q10 appear to interpret
'brothers' as the subject of the verb which is then understood as a plural form of an in¬
direct causative 'they are distant...'.617 Although 11Q10 is not entirely preserved here,
it seems quite likely that both the Qumran translator and the targumist parallel the word
order of the MT (O-Pp-V). The Syriac version on the other hand displays a different
word order, presenting the verb before the prepositional phrase A compari¬
son of the two halves of this verse suggests that the word order of 19:13b in general, and
the existence of the prepositional phrase in particular, has led to the transposition
of p\rnn 'Vvq in the Syriac translation (o^> an^ir^).618 Thus we see that while the pre¬
ceding example represented the influence of a more remote text, the present instance
shows that transposition may take place under the constraints of a more immediate influ¬
ence (i.e. within the same verse). A similar situation seems to obtain in the English ver-
617 While this modification may reflect intra-verse influence (the subject of the following clause is plural),
it may well be the case that the readings of 11Q10 and P-Job should be attributed to an underlying Hebrew
variant. See B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 88-9 for a discussion of this possibility.
618 The failure of the Syriac translator to provide a rendering of 'JQp in 19:13b seems then to be a result of
his perception of its redundancy in light of the provision of in v. 13 a.
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sions of the Hebrew text where we see that retention of the Hebrew word order creates
an unnatural and unidiomatic English rendering (YLT). A post-positioning of the prepo¬
sitional phrase ('from me') on the other hand results in a more fluent translation
(NIV).619
:nnas px nT-^a rx ivsun minx no-Vs ssmIT T • I VJV TT I • / AT I T T J" T T \ ~
nrrm px apn p ix 620]H^*nx tox xo xxx, 4 ix 11Q10
:nxrm px xntf p ix toedx nx^aio he ^ Rtgjob
trxkjO \_=j r<f.T_r c\_L^d c\r€ .niii'i> O^an n^l *73 ■v P-Job
On what were its bases sunk, or who laid its cornerstone, RSV
What supports its pillars at their bases? Who laid its cornerstone NJB
While all three Aramaic translators of Job seem to have generally understood the
meaning ofMT rPTTK 'its bases' (11Q10 JTEjX 'its foundations' RtgJob HX'OOID 'its
bases, sockets') the equivalent provided by the Syriac translator cm. =tn_s. 'its ends/limits'
may perhaps be seen as a shorthand allusion to a fuller, more idiomatic understanding,
r<\ir<7 cA.t^ 'the ends of the earth'621 In any case it is not the precise character of the
respective renderings which is our primary interest but rather their location vis-a-vis
other elements in the translation. The Qumran and targumic translations approximate
the Hebrew in following their renderings of with JT27X and HX'OQ'lO respec¬
tively. While this leaves the verb to the final position in their renderings, in the case of
P-Job the verb is not to be found at the end of the clause. The S - V word order of the
Hebrew is abandoned by the translator of the Syriac version who prefers to invert the
two forms in his rendering (cf>_. t-i o^oo). The basic synonymous parallelism of the two
619 Of course where the Syriac tolerates the object in the initial position, the English of the NIV places it
after the verb.
620 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 149-50 claim to clearly read the waw and identify the nunation
(]"]-) as an irregular form of the 3rd masc. pi. perfect.
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halves of the verse is evident and it is not surprising that the generic verb supplied by the
Syriac translator (ai*n) in v.6a is derived from the same root as that which is provided
by the Qumran translator (□"'pH) when faced with Hebrew nT-,p.622 In light of the se¬
mantic similarity then, the transposition of the Hebrew (Interrog - S - V) encountered in
the first half of the Syriac rendering a^ao r<jjs* [Interrog - V - 6]) is quite
intelligible as a harmonisation of the word order found in the latter portion (Interrog - V
-O).
an rnx^rj 39:9
xxxii, 9 bv rvori "fx "[nbsb[^ xjtax") xtti hqio
j^nrmx bv rro^ px "inbsftb xazr-) ^nxm -ictfsrx Rtgiob
vyTOr^ A % Or^ .cryA °i 1.1 r^riL. i tn. rtoiA.l P-Job
Is the wild ox willing to serve you? Will he spend the night at your crib? RSV
As in the above example, here at 39:9 the Hebrew text presents its readers and
translators with a parallel disjunctive question. Whereas there, the disjunctive Hebrew
particle is provided and followed by the Aramaic translators of all three versions, here
the Qumran and Syriac translators provide the Aramaic disjunctive particle lX/ore in
order to explicitly mark in their respective renderings this feature which on this occasion
has not been supplied in the Hebrew.623 As well, all three Aramaic versions derive their
equivalents for the following Hebrew verb from the same Aramaic root624 and, set-
621 See Payne-Smith, 398.
622 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 172 cites other examples of pcua being used in such a manner by
the Syriac translator due to lack of lexical resources.
623 For further discussion of P-Job's treatment of disjunctive questions see H.M. Szpek, Translation Tech¬
nique, 211-12.
624 P-Job and the RtgJob consistently render fib with ITOAarj (see 39:28, 41:14) whereas 11Q10 pro¬
vides an alternative equivalent in 39:28. Here at 39:9b, the Syriac predictably renders the Hebrew non-
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ting aside minor orthographic and morphological differences, each translation presents
the same rendering of the prepositional phrase which follows in the Hebrew.625 The dif¬
ference between the three versions is again to be found in the order in which their trans¬
lation is represented. While the targumist and Qumran translator follow the Hebrew, P-
Job diverges from the MT word order (V- Pp) by presenting the verb in the final position
in the clause.626 The word order of the reconstituted Syriac clause (.Interrog - Pp - V) is
similar to that of the first half of the verse {Interrog - [aux] - S - V [main]) in terms of
the post-positioning of the verb and once again it seems reasonable to assume that this
similarity represents the influence of the syntax of the first half of the verse on the word
order of the latter.
...]V3 4QJoba
:n3TK fnVs bm >32? rbrr 36:15it: t ' -j- — w*: a : t : ji* t ' j** - :
limns n [_^\ pnsn IIQIO
*prrn nonaoi rrsiaon Rtgjob
r-O ,_Acir£=j .cicnujior^ CI ,cnb\C\ S . -sVU P-Job
He draweth out the afflicted in his affliction, And uncovereth in oppression their ear. YLT
He delivers the afflicted by their affliction, and opens their ear by adversity. RSV
Although it seems obvious that 11Q10 diverges to some extent from the text pro¬
vided in the MT, it is not entirely clear how the Qumran translator has dealt with
36:15b.627 All three versions have provided equivalents of D3TS, 'their ears' but both
perfective form with a participle (^r<^) as earlier in the verse (rQtf,n=m. (See H.M. Szpek,
Translation Technique, 80).
625
(MT: IplDK-'a? 11Q10: -pTlK bv RtgJob: "jnTniK bv P-Job: M_); RtgJob preserves an al¬
ternate translation to the final word of the verse under the usual rubric:-p'nzraK {Kb}. SeeD.M. Stec,
The Text ofthe Targum ofJob, 283.
626 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 108.
627 The lack of preserved context does not allow a reconstruction of 1 lQlO's motive for adding
(whether relative pronoun or indicator of the genitive). See M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 'Mor¬
phology' (Appendix II). While both the Editio princeps, 64 and F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 140
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the targum translation and that of the Syriac text present interesting divergences. Here
as elsewhere in RtgJob (28:22, 36:10) the targumist provides 'their hearing' as
opposed to supplying an equivalent anatomical term.628 In none of these cases does ei¬
ther the Qumran translation or the Syriac version of Job provide anything similar and it
seems most likely that with regard to the 'ear' at any rate, this type of substitution of an
abstraction (i.e. hearing) for the part of the body which is responsible for an activity (i.e.
ear) is unique to RtgJob amongst the Aramaic versions of Job.629 As for P-Job, it seems
that the translator of the Hebrew has either read or mis-read Q3TK as DJT1K and rendered
t : t
accordingly ^c\cnx>ic\r€ 'their way'630 What is interesting to note is that in the case of the
Hebrew of the MT and the Aramaic of the targum (and probably 11Q10), the text repre¬
senting 'their ears' appears in the final position in the verse. On the other hand, the Sy¬
riac version does not place its erroneous equivalent for this Hebrew term at the end but
instead post-positions the prepositional phrase (r^i^AatCa) which corresponds to MT
fnVa. While the translator's provision of 'their way' for 'their ears' means
that the semantic parallelism between v. 15a and 15b is disturbed in the Syriac version, it
is nevertheless useful to examine the preceding half of the verse for suggestions as to the
cause of this transposition. In the Hebrew text of the MT the word order of v. 15a (V- O
- Pp) is at odds with that of the second half of the verse (V - Pp - O).631 The literal
English translation of YLT—like RtgJob—follows the Hebrew in preserving this final
position of the object ('...And uncovereth in oppression their ear'). In P-Job and most
see ]1iT3~lK as the last word of its translation of v.15, the reconstruction offered by Fitzmyer and Har¬
rington (30) allows for the possibility of further text before the beginning of the extremely fragmentary
translation of v. 16.
628
Usually however the translator prefers to render with the Aramaic cognate (See 4:12; 12:11; 13: 1,
17;15:21; 29:11; 33: 8, 16; 34:3; 42:5).
fi79 See however 36:32 and particularly 39:27 for signs of this treatment with regard to (mouth/speaking)
in the Aramaic versions. There can really be no question of the circumlocution in this case being an anti-
anthropomorphism for here at 36:10 and 15 the ears are those of humans.
630 Noted by E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1899) 44; G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book
ofJob, 300.
631 The minute fragments provided by 4QJoba seem to confirm the order of the MT in v. 15b at least. (PAM
42.638).
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other English translations, however, the constraints of intra-verse influence have appar¬
ently been felt more strongly, with the resultant translations of the same Hebrew text
mirroring the word order of v.15a (V- 0-Pp)b32
wibn nm n'm m'm ru mv 40:10
IT : • JT T : \ ; -A T I J IT JT /••
tinbn npm mm «i»^{i}n rrn am rm *0 ms?n hqio
:mbn Kmrash KTT amm |HD ppnK Rtgjob
■ r^i.lcno r^CV. I °> l\ci r^i^CL. y -t\ P-Job
Put on, I pray thee, excellency and loftiness, Yea, honour and beauty put on. YLT
Deck yourself with majesty and dignity; clothe yourself with glory and splendor. RSV
The Hebrew text of Job 40:10 provides a fine example of synonymous parallel¬
ism—the meaning of the two clauses of the verse being not identical, but substantially
the same. Despite the lexical variations of the translations, it is clear that all three Ara¬
maic versions follow the word order of the Hebrew (V-O' conj O2) in the first portion of
the verse. But in the second half of the verse, the order of the elements is reversed in
the Hebrew text such that the verb is supplanted by the noun phrase (Vjni Tin), and,
instead of assuming the initial position, takes its place at the end of the verse (tznabri). A
glance at the translations found in the Qumran and targum texts shows that the transla¬
tors have employed the cognate verbal forms (&nbr\) in their respective renderings and
that they have also followed the Hebrew in placing their verbal equivalents in a final po¬
sition in v.lOb. In these two versions, the rendering of the noun phrase Vjni Tin also
follows the Hebrew with "IpT "Tim «1»'l-[lj-T633 and R"YirQ$1 RTT taking up their
632 The stylistic pressure to conform the word order of v. 15b to v.l may have been increased by the fact
that the prepositional phrases in question both involve beth (flY?? / YpVD).
633 1 1Q10 has provided a doublet ~!p" 1111 in rendering MT 111 presumably as a result of the fact that
these two words are commonly associated both in Hebrew and in Aramaic (both in translation and original
composition). See M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 159; F. Martinez etal., Qumran Cave 11, 162. As at
39:20 and 38:8, this double rendering here appears to be related to the translator's willingness to include
double renderings as part of his translational repertoire.
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respective initial positions in the clause. With regard to the Syriac version, however, it
is clear that the verbal (. ^mW) and nominal (rtiima r<rcu i) equivalents have been in¬
verted in the translator's rendering. It is equally clear that the most likely motivation for
such a divergence from the source text is the word order of the first half of the verse
(verb-initial) which is, as we have seen, willingly reproduced by the Syriac translator
there and successfully imitated here in the second half of the verse. While the English
version of Young parallels the Qumran and targum translations in its faithful replication
of the Hebrew (verb-final) word order, the RSV and some other English versions of the
Hebrew prefer to modify the word order in much the same manner as the Syriac trans¬
lator has done here.
-vrib rn'nrn Vsxa ii'mx trfrnn 40:26
v:iv /' — : a - : ' j : - j* t
nwb mpn fnnnm naan dot xxxv, 5 mmn iiqio
xbpm {*6} rpTmn "ntfrn Rtgiob
:nwb nipin rrraiafcon') {*6}
cr>^ 3 <)\_1 -inl O .crcao °>-i P-Job
Dost thou put a reed in his nose? And with a thorn pierce his iaw? YLT
Can you put a rope in his nose, or pierce his iaw with a hook? RSV
In this parallel couplet describing the impotence of humankind in the face of Le¬
viathan, the poet challenges the reader to take the sea beast captive. In the second half
of the verse, where the MT provides the potential means of Leviathan's capture m'fn
'with a briar, hook, thorn' the Aramaic translators follow suit with appropriate equiva¬
lents. While the Qumran translation shows -|mn 'thorn'634—a borrowing from Persian
634 Fromxurtaka meaning 'thorn'. See J.C. Greenfield and S. Shaked, 'Three Iranian Words', 37-45.
Although this form does not appear with this precise meaning until relatively late, Sokoloff s suggestion
(M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 162; see also Editio princeps, 81) that this is a nominal form frommil
with 2nd masc. sg. suffix added in order to conform it with the verb in the clause (2 masc. sg.) seems diffi¬
cult in light of the fact that the most likely source of influence for a harmonisation of this sort (i.e., the
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lexical stock—P-Job's translation cn-icuta which, as Rignell has noted, makes little sense
as 'in his leap' or 'in his navel', appears to possess an admittedly rare idiomatic meaning
not dissimilar to that of the Hebrew.635 It may be that the various RtgJob witnesses
which preserve a double rendering here (N~PSLQ1 'and with a thorn and with a
hook/ring') do so because of the ambiguous nature of the Hebrew.636 If it is clear then
that each of the Aramaic versions does make an attempt to represent the prepositional
phrase mTD, it is also evident that the location of their respective equivalents vis-a-vis
their translation as a whole is radically different. The Qumran and targum representa¬
tions of the prepositional phrase appear at the beginning of the stich as in the Hebrew.
The Syriac version, however, deviates from the word order of the Hebrew by fronting
the verbal form (Jui^ -ni) 637 Again it seems that the influence of the word order in the
first half of the verse has led to this reshuffle in the Syriac version. While the Hebrew
text of 40:26 displays semantic parallelism, the word order is far from balanced
([Int] - V - DO - Pp / Pp - V - DO). The influence of the word order in v.26a on the
translation of v.26b, is as clear in the Syriac version cnicm mi (V- DO -
Pp) as it is in the English of the RSV (.. .or pierce his jaw with a hook?').638
parallel word in 26a flblX) has no such suffix nor does 1 IQIO's translation of it (DOT). Why then would
the 2nd niasc. sg. suffix be added in the second half of the verse when it was not provided in the first half?
635 C. Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum. [2nd ed.] (Halle: 1928) 802a. G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book
ofJob, 345 in fact favours an even more unlikely rendering: 'in his wall' (of the mouth?). What does seem
clear is that the translator has added a 3rd masc. sg. suffix to the end of his rendering in order to harmonise
it with his translation at the end of v26a.
636
(CD H ^ b ft D I?) give numerous glosses which perhaps reflect the uncertainty surrounding the rare use
ofmn 'thorn, thornbush' as a fish-hook (elsewhere only at 2 Chron. 33:11; see KB3). Because the two
words (KTttni Rl'rOD']) occur without an intervening rubric (see R. Weiss,
DTK 7D0b 'fcixn Dinnn, 152 andD.M. Stec, The Text ofthe Targum ofJob, 325 [n.237]) it would be
unwise to rule out an original doublet created by the translator, but the occurrence of each of the two lex¬
emes as a marginal reading (3 1) reminds us of the possibility that this double rendering has resulted from
later textual conflation.
637 On the Syriac tendency to translate the Hebrew imperfect with a participle see note to 38:32 above.
638
Again Young's Literal Translation follows the Hebrew word order in the second half of the verse like
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T^rr>» tk DK ittfoVwn 38:28
it ••:•.• • / at /t r — ••-:
^[X7] xxxi, 6 p ix nx xntpab Tran iiqio
:*6tD ^O"! Tbix p IK *QK Xiwb rPKH RtgJob
.r^ °>\,CU l\ar€ 0_L5T) Clr^ r^ir? ih^rt P-Job
Has the rain a father, or who has begotten the drops of dew? RSV
At 38:28 we encounter a transposition involving the Syriac existential particle
A.r<\ The Hebrew particle UP is provided with its expected Aramaic equivalent by all
three translators while the interrogative receives explicit representation only in the Qum-
ran and targum versions.639 These latter two translations also reproduce the order of the
Hebrew text by supplying virtually identical renderings (3X XICDft1? TPXH /
xnx xntottb rrxn). The Syriac version by contrast diverges from the Hebrew source
text in inverting the possessor (re-tY^A) and thing possessed (r<nr<). Because, as we
will see below, the 'normal' Syriac construction sees <A.r«r followed immediately by A (+
suffix) it is somewhat surprising to find the Syriac translator inverting the source text in
the manner clearly evident in his rendering. While in the case of the Peshitta and Old
Syriac versions ofMatthew the appearance of an explicit noun phrase (represented in the
present instance by r^-A^sA) almost never precludes the use of the full possessive ex¬
pression '(+ suffix) A (A.rrr', here in Job the Syriac idiom of the translator apparently al¬
lows for a mimicking of the Hebrew form (if not, in this case, the order).640 But if the
basic structure is reproduced why has the transposition occurred in the Syriac render-
11Q10 and RLgJob.
639 For P-Job's treatment of the interrogative see above 38:28 (chapter 3).
640 Rather than for instance cA For an exception to this rule see J. Joosten, The Syriac
Language of the Peshitta and Old Syriac Versions ofMatthew Studies in Semitic Languages and Lin¬
guistics 22 (Leiden: 1996) 102 where however the possessor (r^rCi mtA) takes its expected place im¬
mediately following rf.
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ing?641 The answer would seem again to lie in the context. Whereas the second half of
the verse begins with the question of who generates the moisture ("PTirn''??) and then
concludes with a description of the precipitation (<?tt~',t7JX), the first half of the verse
(28a) in Hebrew reverses the order by beginning with the rain ("lUfrb) and ending with
its originator/father pK). The transposition evident in the Syriac translation of v.28a
[lit. 'is there a father for the rain?'] would appear to remedy the
perceived imbalance in this verse.642
=nnd n'Ss? rn'io'tti xis hVip'-'b 39:5
-i" • j- t /: a«:t vjv j- ■ 1 •
xxxii, 5 p KTir pn m nxis p hqio
:nsm 10 amp iroi mn in «mna ncoa p Rtgjob
■ CP ' "p °> ( )o yjIKjj -t=3 fl-iT CUJ30 P-Job
Who hath sent forth the wild ass free? Yea, the bands of the wild ass who opened? YLT
Who has let the wild ass go free? Who has loosed the bonds of the swift ass. RSV
The Syriac translator's decision to omit the interrogative pronoun Op) has al¬
ready been discussed thoroughly in our discussion of omission, but here the focus is in¬
stead on an accompanying modification implemented by the translator.643 While the tar-
gum and Qumran translations represent the construct expression of the Hebrew
(Tliv hflp'Q) with genitive constructions of their own (XT")S? ''pin / XTHS? vEJIE?),
641 Where a similar question is asked in Genesis 44:19 pNTiN DX □D17~i2f,n) (See also 43:7: I"l8 Ojjb tt^H)
the Syriac translator there follows the word order attested in the Hebrew.
642 The case of consecutive verses at 28:25a (VjDV")b mpyh/rdyotX r<AoAv»> i-i i) and 28:26a
(pp "Ippb fnt';n?3/^\u-r.\ ,tii) presents an interesting parallel to the present instance. While
28:26a might well be explained with reference to harmonisation within the verse, v.25a lacks any such
explanation. It seems safe to say thai the appearance of the Hebrew word order (V[or exist, predicatorj-
/mweh/z+Substantive - Substantive) in certain contexts prompts the Syriac translator to invert the latter two
elements such that the translation presents (V[or exist, predicator] - Substantive - /«mec//j+Subs tant i ve).
Interestingly, although English translations of 38:28 (e.g. RSV) are content to follow the word order of the
Hebrew, some English versions (e.g. NIV) modify the word order of 28:25 and 26 in the same way that
the Syriac does. As we will see below the demarcation of harmonisation and stylistic preferences is not
always easily discerned.
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the Syriac translator accompanies his omission of the interrogative pronoun with a less
precise rendering of the Hebrew '[who has loosed] from him the yoke').
The relevant aspect of the Syriac translator's rendering here, however, is that while the
Hebrew expression (and equivalents in 11Q10 and RtgJob) comes at the beginning of
the clause, P-Job's translation appears at the end. As with the preceding example, it
seems that the first half of the verse has been the source for the modification in the Sy¬
riac version. While the MT displays non-parallel word order in v.5a (/Int] - V- O -Adj)
and v.5b (O - [Int] -V), the text of the Syriac translator shows an inversion of the sec¬
ond clause presumably under the influence of the V-0 word order evident in the parallel
clause. (r^T-»j_c°> ( )ci ta r<.Tt_\. n-i r v.5a [Int] — V — O—Adj ; v.5b
V -Pp - O. Again, as with the previous example, we see that this same inversion re¬
sulting from intra-verse influence is also found in one English translation tradition
(RSV), while the other attempts to preserve more closely the word order of the MT
(YLT).
rrmiDttftn rrpn rimy 39m
t : it : : • 1 a •• jt t• :_i— v
nm^o rrnDi nrrn ntfm rrm m hqio
Tmtfpi nrm iacra *vrm m Rtgjob
.CD_» ** 3 r^"T^\r^=iO .rn^\. -i r n °> .InA.I P-Job
Whose house I have made the wilderness, And his dwellings the barren land. YLT
to whom I have given the steppe for his home, and the salt land for his dwelling place? RSV
In continuing the description of the wild ass, the Hebrew poet follows 39 verse 5
with another set of parallel stichs in verse 6. The Aramaic versions all provide fairly
close representation of the Hebrew text, but again our attention is focused on the second
half of the verse. The use of nnVp in the Hebrew text has prompted minor adjustments
on the part of the respective translators, with each providing some form of supplementa-
643 See above chapter 3 (39:5).
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tion. In each, MT nnhT? 'saltiness' has been contextualised (in parallel with MT 17X117
'desert-plain, steppe'), with the targum and the Qumran translation providing SHN
'land' and the Syriac translator supplying -i<W 'place'.644 The targumist diverges from
the other two Aramaic translators in interpreting MT nnhp as fcmS I7~1N 'the desolate
land', but in terms of word order it is again the Syriac version which parts company
from the Hebrew source text and the Qumran and targum versions.645 While the
equivalents of MT 1rt7i33U77? 'his dwelling(s)found in 11Q10 (H"n?2) and RtgJob
(TrnDCtfO) are similarly located immediately following the conjunction, the Syriac ver¬
sion inverts the order of the source text supplying ax. last.646 As with the preceding
verse, the determining factor in this inversion seems to be the word order displayed in
the parallel stich. While the order of objects in the two stichs in the Hebrew is not par¬
allel {[relJV-O1-O2 / Cr-O') the modified Syriac translation imposes uniformity on the
text (ox.T_ii*> = as^n).647 Again the same English versions line up in a manner which
closely parallels the Aramaic translations. Whereas the RSV's stylistic preference for
parallel word order has resulted in the same adjustment evident in the Syriac version, a
644 It is difficult to determine whether this modification was made because the Aramaic/Syriac dialects in
use lacked the lexical resources to provide a single-word equivalent (as has been suggested at this juncture
for 11Q10 by M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 153 and for P-Job by H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique,
161) or simply because the respective translators all perceived the MT to require further specification. As
Sokoloff notes, RtgJob's and 1 IQIO's choice of 'land' may have been influenced by the occurrence of this
very same Hebrew construction in Jeremiah 17:6. (|| with !"D727). Szpek's apparent misreading of P-Job's
text as rix-Trirj leads her to suggest this as a factor which has influenced P-Job's translation as well.
645 The targum translation is a logical interpretation of a land rendered infertile and inhospitable by salini-
sation.
646 1 1Q10 and P-Job do not preserve the plural form of the Hebrew Tni33ttb? 'his dwelling(s)' which
appears to be primarily limited to poetic texts in the Hebrew Bible. (See BDB, 1015 [3]) Both translators
include the suffix but transform the plural into a singular, harmonising this with the preceding singular
in,3. While H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 66 attributes this modification to language difference
noting this same phenomenon in P-Job at 17:1, she recognises that language difference and intra-verse
influence need not be mutually exclusive motivators in the modification of number.
647
Although dissimilar in terms of their treatment of word order, it is interesting to note that both 11Q10
(nrrbn and P-Job (re.i\-*> choose to supply the same preposition X-n 'in' as a means
ofmaking sense of the text.
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concern for fidelity to the source text has overridden any such stylistic preferences in
both Young's literal translation and the other two Aramaic versions.
••ypw up wm nrxra nnj? iipn'? 3*7
xxxii, 7 xb why nmii vnp epn bx "-jam hqio
ansmnK an■np mnb pnr Rtgjob
\^. \jtt r^\ri Ajj.1 kAo . r<j T CUD .1 r<fr€\cuv A a. ' >\^ P-Job
He doth laugh at the multitude of a city, The cries of an exactor he heareth not. YLT
He scorns the tumult of the city; he hears not the shouts of the driver. RSV
Here in verse 7 of chapter 39, an examination of the last half of the verse yields
yet more evidence of transposition in the Syriac version of Job. All three Aramaic
translators opt to represent the Hebrew J 'nfKt^Tl with genitive expressions of their
own. The targumist provides a dalath as a means of expressing the genitive analytically
CHXn while both llQlO and P-Job show construct forms. Some com-
. o o
mentators suggest that the Qumran rendering of MT nVXW'n 'shouts' as n5932 is most
likely to be an ad hoc rendering of the following word in the Hebrew.648 Hence, con-
textually llQlO's reading might be understood as, 1715932 'the rulings of the rul¬
ers'. P-Job renders the MT more generally with 'voice' but understands the fol¬
lowing word in a similar manner to 11Q10 (r^\,.\ y).649 When we turn to look at the
648 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 157. This type of contextual rendering would seem logical in a
Semitic language in which it is stylistically permissible to utilise differing forms of a single root in close
proximity (e.g. the cognate accusative B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 10.2. lf-g). M.
Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 153 tentatively suggests a root 'to beat' (outside of Job, this Hebrew
lexeme is found elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible only in Isa. 22:2 and Zcch. 4:7).
649 While the translator of P-Job would seem to have understood the basic meaning of the MT, the finer
nuances may have escaped him and thus prevented anything more specific in terms of the provision of
translation equivalents. P-Job's similarly vague rendering (r^rC^nm) of this lexeme at 36:29 tallies well
with the conclusion ofH.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 174 that the Syriac translator's generalisation
of rare or difficult Hebrew terms is contextual and therefore lacks consistency. The fact that both RtgJob
and P-Job render their equivalents ("HX~I/of sg. MT 'driver (e.g. livestock to mar-
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verbal element of the clause we see that the targum and Qumran translations R1?)
provide identical Aramaic cognates as equivalents of MT VOIIW P-Job, on the other
hand, contextualises its translation of this term through the selection of a participle form
of Syr. Ajj-t 'to fear/be afraid'.650 For the third time in as many verses, however, we see
that whatever the general similarities between the Aramaic versions, they are divided
when it comes to the order in which they represent the elements of the source text. Here
again the verb-initial word order of the first stich in the Hebrew has been followed by
the Syriac translator not only in his rendering of the first half of the verse
r^icui.i but also in the second reio ^ Ah* re\) where the He¬
brew does not reproduce this order. And once more, we see that the treatment of the
Hebrew text at the hands of the Aramaic translators finds a parallel in the adjustment
(RSV) or lack thereof (YLT) in the English versions.
Earlier in our discussion of word order divergence resulting from intra-verse in¬
fluence we encountered an example in Job 39:9. When considered alongside the above
three cases (39:5, 6 and 7) in its textual vicinity, and the many others discussed above,
this example highlights a sustained effort on the part of the Syriac translator to harmo¬
nise the word order of verses where the semantic parallelism within the verse is not re¬
flected in the arrangement of the words.6"1
ket/labour), ruler' in the plural suggests that these translators understood the Hebrew singular as a collec¬
tive. At the same time, the Qumran and Syriac versions' choice of an equivalent based on Kbt^/yXv 'to
rule' implies that it is this aspect of the polysemous MT noun which makes the most sense in the context
(i.e., shoutings of the ruler [vs. donkey-driver] || tumult of the city) See G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the
Book ofJob, 331.
650 In conjunction with this substitution the translator was required to add the preposition^ '(to be afraid)
of. In light of the previous stich's reference to the beast's contempt for the noise/crowd of the city, the
translator of P-Job apparently inferred a more specific meaning and rendered the general Heb. verb
'to hear' accordingly as 'to be afraid'. See H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 186 for other examples
of this specification and contextualisation of a common Hebrew lexeme.
651 One final example of such harmonisation is to be found in the Syriac version of Job 29:8. Whereas the
Hebrew TTOV 13j? □,l£>,Ui',i] '1X317?] 0,7?3 WjX") displays an unbalanced word order (V - S - V//S — V —
V) the Syriac translation modifies the word order of the second stich such that balance is achieved
U [V] [S] r<f~iw [V] Cl^inCl [V] Q. Y^^rfC) [S] > \ x [V] flOr^vu).
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Finally we turn to cases of transposition in the Syriac version of Job whose ori¬
gins are not to be discerned in a neighbouring stich, preceding modification or problem¬
atic text but rather in the rendering of the Hebrew text and its reconstitution according to
the linguistic and stylistic canons of the Syriac dialect used by the translator. Again, dis¬
tinguishing between optional and involuntary modifications will not always be possible,
but those cases which do not fall into the category of necessary linguistic adjustments
will of necessity be attributed to the stylistic preference of the translator.
wti bp'n "Trr-na ss:?i • v: /•• : t • t - 'va : j — \» t :
xnbx *0*6p bp mnn°|[i]°ps?n "odid *nroxxx,5 nnron hqio
TD^D■prnrtti Knsjx -ODIDKIFD pratfm Rtgj0b
.o -1-1. ,i-i „ocrA^o .r^i °>t ,-i^n r^.linr^ P-Job
In the singing together of stars of morning, And all sons of God shout for iov. YLT
when the morning stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted for iov? RSV
Although the Aramaic versions' treatment of the final phrase in MT Job 38:7
(D^n'bK YD 'sons of God') would seem to disclose a shared discomfort with the concept
of the Deity having sons rather than angels, the respective translators seem to adjust the
source text in differing ways in translation.652 The fact that the Qumran translator in¬
cludes mrD 'together, in unison' under the influence of the first stich, v.7a,653 raises
the question of whether the Syriac translator's transposition in the second stich might
652 In order to introduce the idea of angelic beings, the Qumran translator substitutes 'angels' for
MT 'sons' but allows the divine name to remain unchanged (Xilbtt). For the Syriac translator the pre¬
ferred course of action is the preservation of 'sons' but the substitution of 'angels' for MT 'God'.
Finally RtgJob makes two substitutions, providing fcOOtfbo TD 'bands of angels' as an equivalent to the
MT. See the Aramaic versions of Job 35:10 as well in this connection. P.S. Alexander, 'The Targumim
and Early Exegesis of "Sons ofGod" in Genesis 6' JJS 23 (1972) 60-71 suggests that R. Simeon b. Yo-
hai's condemnation of reading QYlVs 3D in Genesis 6 (and subsequent preference for terms such as
KG-IZTl "33 or XT'H 33) is a reaction against an earlier angelogical interpretation (NGK^Q) found in
TgNeofiti (mg).
653 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 147;. F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 151.
234
also be attributed to the influence of the first half of the verse. A cursory examination
reveals that such is not the case here. In the preceding examples of intra-verse influence
we saw the tendency of the Syriac translator to harmonise the word order of the second
stich with that of the first. In many of these cases, the Syriac translator—under the in¬
fluence of the first stich—transformed the verb-final word order in the Hebrew into
verb-initial word order in the Syriac rendering. Here at 38:7, we see that the Hebrew
text presents basically parallel word order: {[conj]V - [Adv] -S / [conjJV - S) and in
light of this harmony it is surprising to note that the Syriac translator has taken it upon
himself to implement an inversion in the translation. Unlike the equivalents of MT
W'Tl provided by the Qumran and targum translations C|[ljpS?n / "pHTftl), the Syriac
translator's representation of this Hebrew lexeme is located at the end of the clause
(n»Ia ^octA^ci) thereby displacing the noun phrase to the initial position.
As there are no discernible clues as to the source of this transposition here in P-Job there
seems little alternative to the attribution of this modification to the stylistic preference of
the translator. It is worth noting that the post-positioning of the verbal element here cor¬
responds to Muraoka's suggestions that such modifications in 11Q10 may be the result
of sumero-akkadian influence in Eastern Aramaic dialects.654 While this may be men¬
tioned as a tentative hypothesis, a meaningful assessment must be postponed until the
analysis of all the relevant passages in P-Job is completed.655
654 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 439.
655 With regard to the English translations here, the fact that Young's literal translation implements a
transposition (like RSV) attests to the virtually obligatory nature of this English word order constraint. A
reproduction of the Hebrew word order V - S* (shout for joy all sons of God) would probably lead most
English readers to understand an imperative (shout for joy, all [you] sons of God) rather than an indica¬
tive.
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bin d& mnx vbv tpd-'d 34:13
|T*.. /•• •• T /• T : AT JT T J— T | •
[..._ybn mpi xxiv, 8 i2v kshk xn[n...] 11q10
:nbi2 bnn ^ 701 asna mvnb Tps p Rtgjob
■\«—1 ^Tv cn\-s\ i-i\ OJJ33CI .r<fx.ir<A .Tn°i CUJ33 P-Job
Who gave him charge over the earth and who laid on him the whole world? RSV
We have already discussed the Qumran version's omission of the interrogative pronoun
CVp) in a previous chapter, but here our interest is directed toward the end of the respec¬
tive translations of Job 34:13. The Hebrew text, like the example cited above, also con¬
tains the quantifier *?D, but here this lexeme lies at the heart of the Syriac translations'
divergence from the word order of its source. If the Qumran translation has in fact pre¬
served a rendering of MT rf?3, this equivalent will, of necessity, have appeared after
b]3n, the beginning ofwhich is still visible on the manuscript. Similarly the word order
adopted in the targum translation ^213) mirrors the Hebrew, with the quantifier
following, rather than preceding, the noun it qualifies. But when we turn to the Syriac
rendering we see that these two elements are inverted (A- =»& rb\A) by the translator.656
The answer to the question of why this transposition has taken place here is to be found
in Syriac syntax. In his examination of the Syriac of the Peshitta Pentateuch, I. Avinery
has concluded that A^ always precedes the nucleus unless certain criteria are met.657 Be¬
cause none of these conditions are fulfilled in the present case, it seems clear that this
transposition has taken place as a result of the linguistic constraints within which the Sy¬
riac translator rendered his Hebrew source.658
656 As a result of the transposition, the suffix of the quantifier, which in Hebrew follows the noun (re¬
sumptive), becomes a Syriac anticipatory suffix.
657 1. Avinery, 'The Position of the Declined KL in Syriac', 333. With very few exceptions, the quantifier
may follow the nucleus only when: a) the nucleus is a genitive construction in which member b is also a
genitive construction or a relative clause, b) the nucleus is composed of a substantive and the demonstra¬
tive pronoun c) the nucleus is the demonstrative pronoun.
658 See also 17:7, 34:19 and 38:18 for other cases in which the Syriac translator transposes a rendering of
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vrsa Kin '3 3Tsx-nx m'nvzD n^Kn n^'Dxn ihnun 32:1
it •• : 1 j* - \ <• a • v j v •• t \ j- t -: t v < : : : • i—
[...]t nvK Kin xx, 4 [... m]nr6o xx,3 hqio
nrx rr *on*6» xnnixrfen iposi Rtgjob
iWW ^DT Kim
_=CL. rd\ rn^CI -1. n^ClA OC1CD % -I t ^.iT-i\^ r^()\A<)\ \cd O . \ TCI P-Job
v .jncn . 1. *, -1 xl. .1 \ r^ocD acnrx
And these three men cease from answering Job, for he{is}righteous in his own eyes, YLT
So these three men ceased to answer Job, because he was righteous in his own eyes. RSV
Although the Qumran rendering of Job 32:1 is only partially preserved there is
no particular reason for supposing that the translator has not followed the Hebrew in
terms of its word order.659 Judging from the text as it is preserved, the demonstrative
pronoun provided by the translator Q^K) as an equivalent for nbKH takes its rightful
place before the Qumran text's representation of DY1J7Q.660 This is clearly indicated by
the fact that the targum translator provides a rendering (Knn*6ft) of this Hebrew lex¬
eme which differs from the Qumran translation (nn]nr6n) only in terms of dialectal
variation.661 When we examine the Syriac translator's version of this verse we see,
however, that the demonstrative pronoun does not appear where we might expect it on
the basis of the Hebrew, but instead at the beginning of the noun phrase which it speci¬
fies Q- ^Acn 'these three men'). Once again, we need look only as far as
*73 to a different position in P-Job's version of the verse.
659 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 429.
660 Both E. Baumann, 'Verwendbarkeit der Peshita', (1900) 196 and G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book
ofJob, 260 suggest that the translator of P-Job has misunderstood Hebrew flVlVO 'from answering' (this
is the only appearance of either rQlC' or the infinitive ofHIV in the book of Job). Instead, these scholars
suggest other readings (mi7D 'to pervert' [Baumann] or a form of ]1V 'iniquity, guilt' [Rignell]) in order
to produce the rendering as it stands roAio-i.nvA ('to condemn him'). Language difference may, however,
also have played a factor (See chapter 2 [33:24]).
661 For the distribution of haphel/aphel see S.A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from Qumran', 324 and espe-
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Avinery's study of Syriac syntax to discover that this modification should be attributed
to the linguistic constraints of the target language. While in most cases, the demonstra¬
tive pronoun follows a qualified substantive, the appearance of a numeral in the noun
phrase alters the default word order.662 In fact when the Syriac translator(s) of P-Deut.
19:9 (ed. van Vliet) and P-Exod (ed. M. Koster) 21:11 encounter(s) :n*pNn and
respectively, the inversion found here in Job is also apparent in the Syriac
translations of these verses. Likewise, as Avinery has noted, Ex 4:9 and Deut. 3:21 also
display the exact same transformation of word order as has been noted here.663 Again it
seems that the above modification is a linguistic-stylistic adjustment which was virtually
obligatory for the translator to produce what he perceived to be an intelligible Syriac
rendering of the Hebrew. Such is apparently also the case in English where even a very
literal translation (YLT) is required to diverge from the word order to avoid creating a
translation ('Three men these stopped answering...') which would be rejected by even
the most accommodating of English readers.
Continuing on through chapter 32, we now arrive at two examples which are
drawn from P-Job's translation of consecutive verses (vv. 15,16).
^Vft drift ijrrwn Ti'y iDiTK'1? inn 32:151 * * Jv " ' : v A -It
[...] }ihdq mcDm rtfnm hqio
prnft )pbnoa nin lrrna xbi -rana Rtgjob
ontkjto rtA^ocTi 1*7) .icnor^i \ jaiio P-Job
They are discomfited, thev answer no more: they have not a word to say. RSV
daily T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 434.
662 1. Avinery, 'The Position of the Demonstrative Pronoun in Syriac', 125.
662 I. Avinery, 'The Position of the Demonstrative Pronoun in Syriac', 127. In both P-Exodus 4:9 and P-
Deut. 3:21the transformation is the same: (MT: Numeral-Substantive-Demonstrative > Syriac: Demon¬
strative-Numeral-Substantive). An exception noted by Avinery at Josh. 10:15 (ed. Erbes) would seem to
conform to the otherwise dominant word order.
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Although it is by no means certain because the end of the preceding line is not pre¬
served, most commentators have assumed that 11Q10 Vttfnm 'they were silent' corre¬
sponds to Heb. TfV UJ57~X'V 'they did not answer again'.664 As might by now be ex¬
pected, the translator of P-Job makes explicit the object of TJjS?~X',7 'they did not answer'
by providing a 3rd masc. sg. suffix ,rocir<iA. 'they (did not) answer him'.665 Not only
does the targum differ from the Syriac version in supplying a different verbal root in its
rendering (3in), it also parts company with P-Job by sticking faithfully to the word or¬
der preserved in the Hebrew. The Syriac translation on the other hand, inverts the order
of the verbal and adverbial elements in its rendering, providing rA -=o^ei (MT
TN7 ilS'kV). Before coming to any conclusions regarding this transposition here in
verse 15, we first turn to the verse which immediately follows it.
m'j? mirK'1? nor naT xV's TiVrrim 32:16
1 /T : t / • A** - : _i • • : — :
[... ]"bbnixbi itfp 11Q10
:nin ircp ]ipntf vb ana ramai Rtgjob
v r<A cusan.T AotrfX.T P-Job
And shall I wait, because they do not speak, because they stand there, and answer no more?
RSV
If rtfrrm 'they were silent' does in fact correspond to Heb. Tf5? 'IISTX'*? 'they did not
answer again' then it is not entirely clear why the Qumran translator here in verse 16
provides for the 3rd pf. pi. form of Heb. illlS? 'to answer'.666 In this case it is
664
Editioprinceps, 53; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 208; B. Jongeling, Een Aramees boekJob, 88. If
so this is an example of 11Q10 opting for an interpretative translation much like P-Job utilised in 32:11
(interpreting mbhin 'I waited' as meaning AoA* 'I was silent').
665 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 145 n.43.
666
ren(jerjng may iiave been influenced by the Hebrew earlier in this verse where a verbal form of
"Oh is rendered with A\»a/?bo by P-Job and RtgJob. As this portion of 1 lQlO's translation is however
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clear that the Qumran translator, like his counterpart in the targumic tradition, follows
his rendering of the verb with a translation of 7YJ7. Again the Syriac translator also sup¬
plies an objective suffix in rendering IJjrX'b 'they did not answer' with .cnnrii^ 'they
(did not) answer him' but as in the previous verse, the translator of P-Job chooses to
transpose his rendering (_=o&) of Heb. Tfl? , to the beginning of the clause. When two
such modifications are located in successive verses it is tempting to assume that this is
yet another example of properly linguistic constraints making their presence felt. The
temptation grows even stronger when Til? is the subject of the same transposition in the
Syriac translation of Job 34:23.667 But because the Syriac version of Job 7:10 twice
follows the MT word order in locating its translation of following a negative verbal
form, it is clear that the translator is quite free to follow the Hebrew text when it suits
him. In light of this, the modifications here in 32:15 and 16 must represent an adjust¬
ment of the text which is in some sense a stylistic option for the translator.668
n'V m'rri 'vmn •>& 29:12
1 /•• 1: T : - A** — : J- T •• —: \ 1 •
ng xb °"["i...] xiv,7[...] p mr*^ rm n[K..] iiqio
:rrb ts?o xbi am ww rrrnm ana Rtgjob
,r<j ■fr."* v "-a cnA b\ ■ \."T r&iiuio rdJ ~\m*7xA Av\^\ °>.T P-Job
For I deliver the afflicted who is crying, And the fatherless who hath no helper. YLT
because I delivered the poor who cried, and the fatherless who had none to help him. RSV
not preserved, the motivation for this adjustment remains uncertain, as does the translator's preference for
the imperfect over against the Hebrew perfect form.
667 This transposition is made alongside others in the Syriac translator's re-writing of the Hebrew text
34:23 :t3SW'3a VirVx jhn'? TH7 libXAy Xj? \3
P-Job:r£j_. .Trj rCcTlArC 71 CI -Am prioi r^Clro rrA ^oA\l
66h H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 108 n.l 1 attributes this modification to language difference, but it
seems to be rather a function of the stylistic preference of the translator.
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While the meaning of the Hebrew (l'V YfJ7~N'V) is basically clear, the representa¬
tion of this clause in the Aramaic versions shows a degree of variation. While the tar-
gum reproduces the MT form scrupulously, both P-Job and the Qumran text show minor
discrepancies.669 Although it seems that the Qumran targum has supplied the relative
pronoun Pfl) it is debatable whether the Aramaic supplied has been intended as a verbal
clause or a nominal one.670 Whether the understanding of the Qumran text is more
similar to that ofRtgJob or the Syriac version, it is clear that P-Job here shows a negated
nominal clause.671 In the process of formulating this rendering, the translator has appar¬
ently opted to present the suffixed preposition in a position adjacent to the negative par¬
ticle ( KiiriAa oA AA). We are better able to understand this word order discrepancy
when we notice that a similar construction appears elsewhere in Job. At 33:9
(:,<7 xVl), the Syriac text again diverges from the word order of the source text in the
same manner in an idiomatic rendering of the Hebrew ^ £uAa). Further clues
that the transposition here is a result of linguistic-stylistic considerations are found in the
Syriac versions of Job 10:22 and 15:3 where the translator adds suffixed prepositional
phrases to Because neither prepositional phrase is attested there in the MT, the fact
that the translator supplies them in a position immediately adjacent to AA rather than
allowing another form to intervene would seem to confirm the suggestion that here and
669 It is difficult to determine whether the translator of 11Q10 has provided the 3rd masc. pi. suffix on the
preposition because of the occurrence of a plurality of references earlier in the verse ('the poor' and 'the
orphan') or whether the translator was influenced by the Hebrew of 30:13 (where, in a virtually parallel
expression, he renders Heb. IDb with the form which occurs here) B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of
Translation, 508 seems justified in rejecting Sokoloff s suggestion that the reading of the plural suffix
necessitates the assumption that the translator rendered a plural form ofMT Dfh\
670 The editors read "HI? as an imitation of the Hebrew participle-as-substantive. While M. Sokoloff, The
Targum to Job, 123 prefers to understand the Qumran text as intending a verbal clause, the thorough
analysis of B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 506-7 follows T. Muraoka, 'Notes on the Old
Targum', n.33 in seeing the Qumran text as a probable imitation of the Hebrew.
671 In fact M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 123 appeals to the Syriac version as evidence that the Qumran
translator has not intended a nominal clause. See B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 507.
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at 33:9, linguistic-stylistic constraints have required the translator to diverge from the
word order of the Hebrew text in order to provide an acceptable Syriac rendering.672
'-n¥w "ni?1? ianj?n '"n&v nna n'-DTi 40:2sit vjv : v t • "at • j* : j : •
□bs? "ns?1? nnmni "p? trp xxxv, 7 □yn 11Q10
nbz mvb n^nn ~\m tr_p mm -lEnwn&tfsrK Rtgiob
~n\ n \ r^.tax cnA iui^ r<?\*•%) Or^ . n oy?3_i. xxio P-Job
Doth he make a covenant with thee? Dost thou take him for a servant age-during? YLT
Will he make a covenant with vou to take him for your servant for ever? RSV
The targumist attempts to recreate in Aramaic the well-known Hebrew covenan-
tal idiom IVI? rilD1 'he will cut a covenant/pact', whereas both the Qumran and Syriac
translators have modified the idiom by rendering the Hebrew verb with Dy and tjAj
respectively (both having the meaning 'to establish, fix').673 Our focus here is, however,
not on the verb but on the cognate accusative and preposition which follow in precisely
that order both in the Hebrew text 01&S7 rTHS) and in the Qumran ("]ttl? Cp) and tar-
gum (pQV D^p) renderings of it. As may be seen above, the Syriac version presents
these particular elements in an inverted order (r&i^ When this idiom
(IVD JVD) includes DJ7, it is the preposition rather than IVD which is more likely to
immediately follow the verb.674 However, at Genesis 26:28 (p&S? ri\"P nrnp3) where
the Syriac translator encounters the word order which is also present here in Job there is
no sign of deviation (uya-s. 71.01). Furthermore at Job 22:4 (V3U7Q2 KlpQ
672 For the syntax ofA see J. Joosten, The Syriac Language ofthe Peshitta, 102-3 and G. Gold¬
berg, 'On Syriac Sentence Structure', in M. Sokoloff (ed.), Arameans, Aramaic, and the Aramaic Literary
Tradition (Ramat Gan: 1983) 117-131.
673 C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 87 notes that the retention of the idiom is also attested in Tg. Onqelos
and Ps-J (Gen 21:27; Deut 5:2).
674 See for instance, Deut 4:23, 5:2, 29:11; 24 lKgs. 8:21; Neh. 9:8; 2 Chron 6:11.
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and 42:ll(in,'5? tpV the translator of P-Job shows a willingness to imple¬
ment exactly the opposite transposition in his rendering of these two verses (22:4
iciijo / 42:11 cn&.-i-i cn^j_v aXjiri'a) While the above analysis
suggests that it is again the stylistic preference of the translator which lies behind some
transpositions, the discussion also reveals that the precise motivation for his deviation
from the Hebrew word order may be elusive.675
wiafa PD* ID'HDl 'nD3 Y32P-QX 27:16
i : - i / • t v - : ' vat jt t v -J I *
tor Krtop KTIT[ ...] hqio
:]^mb jpnyprp are ~pm Ktro eoss? "pn Enrr pa Rtgjob
r^-rn -A _r» \ nA\ i rt^i . cyy, r<fO cry. _£> x 1 ^ J P-Job
If he heap up as dust silver. And as clay prepare clothing, YLT
Though he heap up silver like dust, and pile up clothing like clay; RSV
Despite the lack of conjunction between the stichs in llQlO's rendering of
27:16, it is clear that XT1T 'coins, money' is intended as an equivalent for MT ^03.675
While the targum opts for an alternate, but equally appropriate, rendering in the
Syriac text opts to represent this Hebrew lexeme with the cognate form rBecause
the Qumran text is fragmentary at this point it is impossible to determine how the trans¬
lator has rendered 7JD33, but it is clear that if it was included in the Aramaic representa-
o
tion of the verse it must have preceded fcPTIT in the clause. While in the case of the Sy¬
riac (r<r-i-2L^ uyr<) and targum (X*7SS? "]TI) texts we see that the cognate substantives
675 Other examples include P-Job's translation of 40:30 (tThOn YbV Thp'/.cpcdLi, .p yi)and
33:28 pntOn TfiO/rrtcDCU r<uA).
676 For the loss of conjunction see 1 IQIO's treatment ofwaw in Part Three below. See B.E. Zuckerman,
The Process ofTranslation, 392 for discussion of tTTIT, also provided by the Qumran translator in the ren¬
dering of the following verse (27:17).
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have been supplied in order to complete the simile, the order in which the respective
translators represent the source text in Aramaic differs. The targum text reproduces the
word order of the Hebrew, but the Syriac text presents a word order at odds with the MT
by following its rendering of the verb with first the tenor of the simile (n^n^) and then
its vehicle uy^). Here again the English translation tradition represented by the
RSV shows a similar modification to that found in the Syriac version.677
A similar modification appears four verses later in P-Job's version of 27:20,
snsio w:m n^Vm'nVs inr&n 27:20
it /- t : t : — a r — • — — \ j** • -
[... f^Kn°fab[ ...1 11Q10
:K|T? mbubvn anEnnnK ct yn mpmn Rtgjob
,m n ■ \ n rdjjTS.T r<b\ . ^CLS. r^Cl ,r^ST> lAy r^. tlClAl ,(DO « ^it,TJ P-Job
,r<^« \\ —i rluCli
Overtake him as waters do terrors. By night stolen him away hath a whirlwind. YLT
Terrors overtake him like a flood: in the night a whirlwind carries him off. RSV
Again here we see that the Syriac translator diverges from the word order of the
Hebrew text (DVnVS ETM) which is duly followed by the other two Aramaic translations
(2TR2 pOD / fcTft ~pn). As in 27:16, the Syriac version here shows an in¬
version of the simile with the tenor (r^jjcA.t) again being positioned before the vehicle
(r<^ In following the word order of the Hebrew precisely, the literal English
translation ofYoung is distorted well beyond the range of normal idiomatic use. In the
same connection, the Syriac translator again presents an alternate word order to that of
the MT in his rendering of Job 38:30,
677 The more proximate translations of the Qumran and Targum text parallel Young's Literal Translation
in reproducing the word order of the MT.
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m'nnbsi ixanrp Wfr pK3 38:30it - : • : /•• : at — : • «_i— i ... ... t
[K»]*i*n°n n32 impnn pb [pj*o hqio
tpnano *mp p NEinn p2221 pnp ramq^n Rtgjob
.yj .Tjjr^ rtoiocnil y^iK'CI ■K'.-Zi vnAi>n r<££r<^ uy. r< P-Job
As a stone waters are hidden, And the face of the deep is captured. YLT
The waters become hard like stone, and the face of the deep is frozen. RSV
Here the Hebrew poet opens the line with the vehicle of the simile (]3X3 'like
stone') and all three Aramaic versions follow suit in providing entirely adequate
equivalents ([p]fcO / N3DX "pH / uyi^).678 Similarly, all the translators supply
the expected rendering of Hebrew although the targum and Syriac versions supply
emphatic forms instead of an absolute form as does the Qumran text.679 When the two
examples drawn from chapter 27 are considered alongside the present case in 38:30, it is
clear that the Syriac translator of Job has felt free to deviate from the word order in the
Hebrew text when he encounters a simile in his source. But is the translator merely free
(that is, constrained only by his own stylistic preference) or is he rather obliged by a de¬
finable linguistic constraint of his target language? While 27:16 and 20 display the
identical transposition (MT: V — 'like' + vehicle - tenor P-Job: V- tenor - 'like' + ve¬
hicle) the Syriac translation of 38:30 (MT: 'like' + vehicle - tenor-V) > 'like' + vehicle
+ V + tenor) does not display the same treatment. What is common between the three
adjustments is the tendency to ensure that the verbal form (V) is followed by the tenor,
regardless of their position vis-a-vis the vehicle. While this explanation would suggest
that a linguistic constraint has resulted in the transpositions in these passages, the Syriac
translator's treatment of 27:18—a verse quite clearly in the vicinity of vv 16 and 20—
calls this assumption into question. There the translator has no qualms about
bls P-Job renders the MT singular. Although H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 65 sees P-Job's render¬
ing of the Hebrew singular pX 'stone' with the Syriac plural 'stones' as resulting from language
difference, it seems more likely that P-Job has harmonised the grammatical number of this noun with that
of the other noun and verb in the clause.
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lis this assumption into question. There the translator has no qualms about reproducing
the word order of the Hebrew VrbS t22i7D HI2) in his Syriac rendering
of v. 18 uy.r^o uur< rii^) despite apparently
feeling the need to modify the exact same word order where it appears both two verses
before (v. 16) and two verses after (v.20). Clearly, what seemed to be a hard and fast
linguistic constraint on the basis of 27:16, 20 and 38:30 must be seen as merely a stylis¬
tic preference of the translator for the Syriac appears to tolerate a variety of different
word orders in a simile construction.680
m»o p nvK-nN mrp-i^i 40:61 — - t t : 1 • • \ v -it : 1 — 1—
rfe -imi xnxi *[anfn p* nv*6 xnbK hqio
K-iyzn/xbivby p nva rr xiwn/™ rrnai Rtgjob
.rA \W ^50 _=o_. rd» Ti?3 r^nci P-Job
And Jehovah answereth Job out of the whirlwind, and saith: — YLT
Then the LORD answered Job out of the whirlwind ( ): RSV
Here in Job 40:6, various witnesses within the MSS tradition ofRtgJob have pre¬
served the addition/substitution "I prior to its rendering of the divine name v,,\681
As opposed to the use of this term by both 11Q10 and RtgJob in 39:25, the appearance
ofmemra here is probably an example of a developmentally late usage. While it is diffi-
619 See T. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, § 21, 22.
680 While Young's adherence to the Hebrew creates what might kindly be described as non-standard Eng¬
lish, the more idiomatic English translations of these verses (such as RSV) tend to parallel the Syriac in
preferring the adjacent positioning of V and the tenor. Another linguistic-stylistic adjustment is apparently
made by the translator at 31:30 where he deviates from the word order of the MT pan Run1? ,nn3_xVl)
by splitting the infinitival construction with the object (.rftn\,.A .sotis rAci). Where the infini¬
tive object complement appears, the object (or subject, see P-Job 6:7) may be interposed. T. Noldeke,
Kurzgefasste Syrische Grammatik, § 293 shows that the object of the infinitive in these contexts may in¬
deed be interposed between the main verb and the infinitive complement but he also shows that Syriac
will equally tolerate the noun following the infinitive complement.
681 See Appendix I: Memra in 11Q10.
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cult to determine the content or extent of its theological signification when used in con¬
junction with the divine name, the appearance of this more developed usage of this term
provides a substantive link between RtgJob and classical targumic literature.682 While
all three Aramaic translators make the necessary adjustment of the verbal form at the
end of Job 40:6 (""lftNl),683 when we turn to the Qumran rendering we see that the same
verb has been provided in a final position in the Aramaic translation but also that a suf¬
fixed preposition rh 'to him', has been supplied following the verb. Finally, while the
Syriac version joins the other Aramaic renderings in providing the provision of
this equivalent is made not at the end of the verse but medially instead. In the Syriac
translation the direct object pisX~nX) of the initial Hebrew clause (2i,K~nX HTTP-]}?;!!)
becomes a prepositional phrase which is then dependent on the newly relocated
verb (jcurd 1^3reo). Although it is clear that the Qumran translator has added an ele¬
ment while the Syriac translator has opted for transposition, the alternate modes of rep¬
resentation should not obscure the fundamentally similar approaches to the Hebrew text.
The Qumran translator has supplied a suffixed preposition rh 'to him' following the
verb in order to clarify and reiterate the identity and of the addressee: 'God answered
cj o o
Job from the wi[nd] and the cloud and he said to him [fl7 ~1QX1]). Whereas the Qumran
translator expands his text in order to produce an idiomatically explicit rendering of the
Hebrew, the Syriac translator prefers to contract the Hebrew text into a more concise
Syriac fonn by failing to represent the addressee pHX) as direct object. In the Syriac,
the addressee (Job) is instead represented by the prepositional phrase jturd
(11Q10: nb) and the verb which appears at the end of the other versions is then brought
682 As A. Chester, Divine Revelation, 293-313 brings out in his lucid discussion of this term, the issue (by
no means easily resolved) is not merely what the theological significance ofmemra is ('hypostasis', 'me¬
tonymy' etc.,) but at what point did this theological significance emerge and what were its sources
(e.g.'word theology').
683 For discussion of the Aramaic versions treatment of the waw + prefix conjugation see Part Three be¬
low.
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into relationship with it through transposition (^ci_.nA It is clear that despite
their different modes of representation, the Qumran and Syriac translators demonstrate
the same sensitivity to the Hebrew text and adjust their renderings accordingly. Having
detected this same transposition elsewhere in the Syriac version of Job (see for instance
1:7, 9; 2:2,4, 38:1, 40:1,3; 42:1) H. Szpek also discovers that in all but five instances of
this type of Hebrew construction throughout the Hebrew Bible, the Syriac translator
makes a similar syntactic adjustment.684 When considered alongside the Qumran
translation's evident parallel, these other instances of a similar syntactic transformation
would seem to lead to the conclusion that the transposition here in 40:6 is to be attrib¬
uted to the linguistic constraints of the translator's Aramaic target language.
Earlier in our discussion we encountered numerous examples of transposition
which have clearly arisen as a result of the translator's tendency to harmonise the word
order of a given text with an alternative word order found within the verse or in the vi¬
cinity. On other occasions we discovered instances of word order deviation in P-Job
which seem connected to the linguistic-stylistic preferences of the translator. As the final
two examples below will demonstrate, however, not all examples of transposition are so
easily placed in discrete, hermetic categories.
^rrin in 32:11 mnx >rn»x p1? 32:10: — ><•• • IT ' ~~ _i • •• w- —j A* T : • : — T XJ** T
[...]rmo riK (32:11) XXi, 2 rm px *bn iiqio
*]K/D"D ^ b^p p3/p RtgJob
■ .CY^.O-urrf r<Jr< -3r^O ,^n v v r<lr€ P-Job
Therefore I have said: Hearken to me, I do shew my opinion—even I. YLT
Therefore I say: Listen to me; I too will tell vou what I know. NIV685
584 See H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 109-11 for extensive discussion of the Syriac treatment of this
construction. In fact, of these five cases, the lack ofmodification in three is readily understandable when
the particular syntactic structure and surrounding context are taken into account.
685 Like the rendering provided by P-Job, the NIV's translation supplies the indirect object '(to) you'.
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In 32:10, Elihu pleads with Job and 'the friends' for a hearing on the subject of
Job's predicament.686 Although the Hebrew verb does not of course require the reitera¬
tion of the subject, a desire for emphasis on Elihu's inclusion in the group has led to its
687
provision here along with the particle. Although the targumic tradition preserves
variation in terms of the actual lexeme provided (*]&/□ *"Q), all three Aramaic versions
688
represent both the independent pronoun and its accompanying particle. But whereas
the Hebrew and its Qumran and targum translations display the pronoun-particle cluster
at the end of their rendering of 32:10, the Syriac version locates its rendering not in a
final position but rather at the beginning of the clause .^-.cu^re- where
the others show the verb. As with virtually all transpositions, there is no change of
meaning discernible as a result of the dislocation and furthermore there seems to be little
in the first half of the verse which might have motivated it. The appearance of a related
modification below in 32:17 may serve to shed some light on this modification and it
will suffice at this point to note that the word order of the new Syriac translation {parti¬
cle + pronoun - V[indir obj] - O) differs from that of the MT (V - O - particle + pro¬
noun).
686 A. Caquot, 'Un ecrit sectaire', 16 has suggested that 1 IQIO's use of a generic term 'my words' in
place ofMT Tin 'my opinion, knowledge' both here and in an identical clause (32:17b below) should be
understood as the translator's attempt to downgrade the discourse of Elihu from 'knowledge' to mere
'words' (in contrast to the upgrading of Job's image). While this may be possible, it is worth noting that
both here and in v. 17, the sense of the Hebrew {BDB, 395) may indeed be 'opinion' rather than 'knowl¬
edge' and if this is indeed the case, then this modification may be more innocuous than Caquot supposes.
Alternatively, the translator may have been influenced by the appearance (twice) of references to 'words'
in the following verse.
687For discussion of pronouns accompanied by 'particles of interest' see B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, He¬
brew Syntax, § 16.3.5b.
688 The Aramaic versions reflect the varied functions of the Hebrew particle IX by providing more than
one equivalent: 11Q10: RtgJob r]X,"Tini?, D~Q; P-Job: -are, am, (omission). For examples
see 32:10, 32:17, 35:14, 36:29, 37:11, 40:08.
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\yi ninK 'jwnx njnm 32:17
[... mjk g]K m°n[Ki] hqio
rmrirfe 'snaa mnx ^nn nnb :rnx/mnx Rtgjob
.,Av^.X» r<Llr^ r^CVur^O .,(kV^ ^jk" P-Job
I answer, even I — my share, I shew mv opinion — even I. YLT
I too will have my say; I too will tell what I know. NIV
The repetition in 32:17 of structures analogous (v.17a) and identical (v.17b) to that
found earlier in verse 10 (see above) affords an opportunity to shed some light on the
attitude of the translator. Here again the Qumran (PttjX ^X) and targum texts
(MX -Tin1?) follow the Hebrew in preserving particle and pronoun at the end of the
clause and verse, but the Syriac translator once again diverges from the source text by
locating this cluster between verb and object Kiir^ p-rcu^) in his rendering.
In light of the structure of the first half of the verse, it seems obvious that the modified
word order in the Syriac (V - particle + pronoun - O) is a direct result of the influence
of v,17a Cpbn NX_r]X njlS7X) which has been duly reproduced in P-Job. But if the an¬
swer here is purely one of intra-verse influence, what are we to make of the example
seven verses earlier (32:10). Not only do we see no parallel structure on hand there to
influence the Syriac rendering, we also see that the exact same Hebrew text has been
modified in a different way (,<k^.i, i^_^) with the particle pronoun cluster
being transposed to an initial position. The answer to the problem of such variation in
close proximity is to be found through an examination of other cases in the Syriac ver¬
sion of the OT where this same cluster is rendered. While in Leviticus 26:24 we find the
word order of the Hebrew 0~Ij?3 D3E>17 NX-r|X Tpbni) being followed by the Syriac
version, only four verses later (26:28) the translator of P-Leviticus diverges from the
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Hebrew text where these same elements follow the object CIX hsriN ,jn"lD^'l).689
The possibility that the Syriac translator may represent the particle + pronoun cluster
before or after the verb, but not following the object of the verb, seems to be confirmed
when we turn to the instances of transposition here in Job 32. In verse 10 whereas the
Hebrew poet is free to position ,3£-rlK following the object (Tin) the Syriac translator
relocates it to a position preceding not only the object but the verb as well
cvur<r r<iire ^re). In 32:17, the Syriac translator is again required to trans¬
pose the rejr<r .Bre cluster to a pre-object position in his rendering, but here, instead of
placing it in the initial position, he is influenced by the first half of verse 17 where the
order is V — particle + pronoun - O, as we have seen.690 Whereas above (v. 10) we see
the translator deviates from MT on purely linguistic-stylistic grounds, here in verse 17
the influence of the immediate context has prevented the translator from replicating the
word order which the purely linguistic-stylistic constraints dictated in verse 10.
:Qinn in'»3 Vi'poi '"n5? *?X3 amroxi 40:9I** : — / T ' : 'at /•• T - \ : • :
□inn nnn bpn ix -}b ttk rfeto :?*n*n an xxxiv. 5 IX 11Q10
rrnflm ~}b xr6x "pn irnx jwdki Rtgjob
.cn&CL^r^ " -■ Au r€ T1 *■ •fro .rCmAr^.l uy. r-C <J\A bv, r€ P-Job
And an arm like God hast thou? And with a voice like Him dost thou thunder? YLT
Have vou an arm like God, and can you thunder with a voice like his? RSV
Here in 40:9 we encounter in the Hebrew the possessive construction which
makes use of the preposition lamedh^x While the targum translation follows the He-
689 The analysis of the Syriac text is made difficult by the fact that the translator seems to have contracted
his rendering, but the transposition of the particle + pronoun to an initial position (.. .up,mrr nijnr _ar?)
seems likely to be partially related to linguistic-stylistic constraints. In other passages such as Gen 40:16,
Lev 26:16, Ps 89:28 (ed. Walter) the Syriac translator(s) follow the order of the Hebrew text.
690
Interestingly, the constraints for most English translators are even more restrictive than those which
constrain their ancient Syriac counterparts. The particle + pronoun cluster 'I too' almost always precedes
the verb because the English verb here requires an explicit pronoun 'I (I, too) will tell... .'
691 See B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 11.2.1Od.
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brew in reproducing only the suffixed preposition 0]1?) both the translators of P-Job and
11Q10 have provided the existential particle TPN/A.k' ' in an attempt to make this
distinctive Semitic genitive construction more explicit than it is in the Hebrew here.693
Where these renderings differ, however, is in the location of this particle within the re¬
spective clauses. As may be easily seen, the Qumran translator simply supplies the par¬
ticle before the preposition C]b TPK) while otherwise retaining the word order of the
Hebrew. The Syriac translator again diverges from the Hebrew by transposing this unit
A.r<) to the beginning of the clause in his rendering. Similarly in the latter half of
the verse we see that the translator of P-Job again deviates from the word order which is
displayed in the MT and followed by 11Q10 and RtgJob. Here the Syriac version in¬
verts the order so that the verbal form (tar*- pA-io) now precedes, rather than follows,
the comparative construction crAojsr<r rdan. 'with a voice like his/m'. In light of previ¬
ous discussions involving the non/existential particle (see above 29:12) it is not entirely
surprising to find that the translator has supplied in his quest for idiomatic fluency.
The provision of this particle does not, however, explain the word order deviations
which appear not only in the first half of the verse, but also in the latter portion. In fact
one of the keys to understanding the transposition seems to lie in recognising the influ¬
ence of the preceding verse (40:8) on the Syriac rendering of this one. There the He¬
brew text fVjD1? "Tiplinn IDF) rlKH)v prompts the translator to offer
(.r^l^\.T A -■ ■ i t—r\ n A kir<f .\\,Ta:i acn ^rc) as an adequate Syriac rendering.694
692 See J. Fitzmyer 'The First Century Targum', 171.
693 While M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 158 provides evidence (Gap 22:22, TgOnqelos Gen 43:6, 32:4)
that Aramaic as a language requires the explicit representation of the particle as opposed to the Flebrew,
we cannot overlook the obvious fact that at this juncture RtgJob does not add this particle. This is a clear
example of the difficulty faced when trying to derive idiomatic Aramaic 'usage' from Targumic Aramaic
materials.
694 It also worth noting in this connection that the Syriac translator seems to have transposed his rendering
of Oft (v.9) to verse 8 («re). This adjustment serves to transform verse 8 into the protasis of a conditional
construction whose apodosis takes the form of a rhetorical question (verse 9). Another transposition of a
rendering ofQX is evident at 40:27 where Hebrew (:nt3h "I3T~DN DVp^nn 'pVx nj2Tn) is rendered
252
Having begun both halves of 40:8 with 2nd person participial verbs in translating the He¬
brew, we are not entirely surprised to observe that the translator seems set on continuing
the same line of questioning with a rendering of 40:9 which parallels the word order of
the preceding verse. In the event, this clearly requires a transposition of both ^ rt
and ckj r< to initial positions within the respective verses and indeed this exact same
modification has already been seen in the Syriac version of Job 38:32 where the 2nd per¬
son verbal element is likewise transposed (MT: DTOn iTilrby
mrta c\r<). While it may be possible that the transpositions present
in this verse are entirely due to the factors discussed above, the presence of a simile in
both stichs here in 40:9 at least raises the possibility that linguistic-stylistic preferences
may also be at work. In fact, as we have seen above, the Syriac translator of 27:16 and
20 prefers to leave the comparative elements (uy r< + vehicle) to the final position in his
rendering despite the fact that the Hebrew word order is quite different. So too here, the
translator's adjustments result in r-rcnW* 'like God' and 'like H/him' being
left in the final position in their respective stichs.
Summary of Transposition in P-Job
We have seen from the above examples that the Syriac translator apparently feels
free to adjust the word order of the Hebrew in order to create intelligible Syriac out of a
previously modified text.695 The Syriac version of Job also presents cases where the per¬
ceived difficulty or ambiguity of the Hebrew has forced the translator to deploy transpo¬
sition alongside other adjustments in an attempt to produce a fluent Syriac translation.696
The above discussion also shows that the Syriac translator's deviations from the
word order of the Hebrew may stem not only from preceding modifications or problem-




atic source texts, but also from the influence of Hebrew texts in the vicinity which share
some features with a given text, but present a different word order. While occasionally
this tendency toward harmonisation may involve a more distantly related text or texts
(40:13), the majority of examples suggest that the pressure to harmonise is most keenly
felt at close range, that is within the verse itself, where the Syriac translator will modify
the word order of one clause in light of the syntax displayed in another.697 The fact that
in some, but not all, cases we see a similar tendency toward harmonisation of word or¬
der in some traditions of English translation (RSV, NIV) suggests that the desire for
syntactic balance between stichs often transcends linguistic boundaries and should in
these cases be properly ascribed to the stylistic preferences of a biblical translator.698
In addition to the above examples of word order harmonisation, the Syriac ver¬
sion provides numerous cases of transposition whose origins are not to be discerned in a
neighbouring stich but simply in the process by which the Hebrew text is rendered and
then reconstituted according to the linguistic and stylistic canons of the Syriac dialect
used by the translator. While it seems most appropriate to locate some of these adjust¬
ments toward the linguistic end of the linguistic-stylistic continuum,699 other modifica¬
tions are made by the translator only inconsistently (despite similarity of content and
close proximity) and should probably be considered as optional for the Syriac transla¬
tor.700 Such linguistic-stylistic constraints are particularly evident in the Syriac transla¬
tor's treatment of comparative constructions701 as well as clauses involving the expres¬
sion A <k_.r<r/ik^A ,702
696
37:12, 39:10.
697 38:32,19:13, 38:6, 36:15, 40:10, 40:26, 38:28, 39:5, 6, 7, 9.
698










The final few examples illustrated the complex interaction of factors which may
need to be considered in the assessment of the Syriac translator's rendering.703 While
some examples discussed appear to be more straight forward in their analysis, these oth¬
ers caution us against the dangers of rigid classification and artificial atomisation. What
is crystal clear in any case, is that intra-verse influence and/or linguistic-stylistic factors,
although at times not easily distinguished, are primary contributing causes of transposi¬






Having looked at the phenomenon of transposition in the Syriac and Qumran
Aramaic versions of Job, we now turn our attention to the Rabbinic targum. Although
R. Weiss does not seem to have provided a systematic treatment of the topic of transpo¬
sition in his work on the targum, he does supply some examples of transposition in the
text.704 These will be discussed below in addition to any examples which may have es¬
caped his attention. While Weiss was free to draw upon the entire text of the targum in
his work, we are necessarily restricted to those portions of RtgJob for which parallel
passages exist in P-Job and in the lowest common denominator of our study, the frag¬
mentary Qumran text.
...]UP'?3 m[... 37:15
Q'm m'N iPDim brrVy m'VK-nifra snnn 37:15
it-: j - : av - j v: : - ••
nm "rinb xxix,6 ¥s[im] [|]*i*rrbs? xnbx kd sn°:i[nn] iiqio
mar dsiki aritn wnbx "ner ansnn (a) Rtgjob
:rvm "nrn psim nbx "id snnn (b)
.,mo 11 v .1 r^TOCU r<X^Ci _nm. \ s r^aiAr^ ^nnD.t p.Tirj r<" ^_.xi r^cn P-Job
Dost thou know when God doth place them, And caused to shine the light of His cloud? YLT
Do you know how God lays his command upon them, and causes the lightning of his cloud to
shine? RSV
704 R. Weiss, 3TX ISO1? DJHnn, 221.
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Although the Qumran text's rendering (S?2[in) ofMT VpirT) is quite uncertain,
o o
the remainder of the Aramaic translation of 37:15b (H33v ~nn3) follows the Hebrew
text.705 The translator of the Syriac version offers an alternative verbal equivalent (kA\J
and makes use of the analytic genitive common to his idiom.706 While he also supplies a
plural noun (.cdculLi. 'his clouds') in place of the Hebrew singular, the translator respon¬
sible for P-Job's rendering dutifully follows the word order attested in the Hebrew
source text (V- DO [N1 gen. N2J).707 So too the targum tradition preserved in RtgJob
708
b) where the MT is followed with scrupulous precision. The Aramaic translation sup¬
plied by the majority of the RtgJob text traditions [a)], however, presents a text which is
quite different from the shorter version supplied in b).709 Particularly interesting for
our purposes here is the fact that RtgJob a) displays a word order which differs from the
one found in the MT—providing its equivalent of immediately following the verb
(IT33I? rather than as the last word of the verse as in the Hebrew. It is apparently
this last word (TfK Tight'), or rather the targumist's rendering of it 'his rain')
which holds the key to understanding this instance of transposition. While this unex¬
pected rendering of the common Hebrew word for light is paralleled in Rabbinic
705 F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 147.
706 T. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, § 73.
707 For fuller discussion of the Syriac translator's modification of the verse as a whole see G. Rignell, The
Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 314.
708 The translation tradition of 3 7:15 b) is preserved by T n X, all of whom are members of the Sephardic
family of MSS labelled Group 2 in Stec's tentative stemma. D.M. Stec, The Text of the Targum ofJob, 75
notes that Group 2 texts tend to prefer the absolute form of the divine name over the emphatic form
nhSR.
70" While the substitutions provided by 11Q10 (Nft 'what') and P-Job (.t 'that which') substitute for
an apparently 'temporal' -3 (fl"fbX~D!l&?3) '(do you know) when God places/about God's placing...'), S.R.
Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (I), 321 eliminate the unexpected preposition and provide the ob¬
ject ['his works'] which seems to be missing from the Hebrew. RtgJob (a) is able to preserve a proximate
translation of the MT by supplying the direct object explicitly (fcWTTT3 'command') (As Mangan, The
Targum ofJob, 81 n.10 notes LXX also provides an object here fepya atrtOl) 'his works' but unlike
RtgJob, the remainder of the LXX version of this verse corresponds only very loosely with the MT.
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sources,710 it is found more immediately, four verses earlier at 37:11b.711 There, the He¬
brew text has also given rise to two translation traditions in RtgJob, but in both cases the
latter portion of the source text (YTiX ]3y P?') has prompted the targumists to render
(jvibb ]/K2i? ~nnap mil)'and the wind scatters the cloud of his rain.' In light of
the proximity and the striking similarity between the targumic renderings of 37:11b
(iTHEDO }/K32?) and 37:15b (mtDB rP23S7) in terms of both semantic divergence ('rain'
in place of Hebrew Tight') and word order, it seems most likely that this instance of
transposition in 37:15b should be attributed to a harmonisation on the part of the trans¬
lator or the transmitter of his Vorlage,712 This harmonisation has the added benefit of
explaining the addition of the 3 masc. sg. suffix (1THCDB) here in 37:15—mtDQ !T23i?
having resulted from Y"liX (327 (37:11) and Y33J? ~)YN (37:15). Although not decisive
grounds for preferring translator intervention over an alternate Vorlage, it is interesting
to note that this transposition in RtgJob is found not in the 'literal' translation tradition
of RtgJob (b) but instead within a translation which, as we noted above, shows a greater
tolerance for other adjustments in the rewriting of the Hebrew into an Aramaic ver-
710 See C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 81 n. 17. Elihu's mention of 'light' is understood as signifying
'rain' according to one part of the Rabbinic tradition (Gen. Rabba 26.7). See R. Weiss,
21N "1DD7 VJIKH OHinn, 276-77 for a more extensive discussion of the Rabbinic parallels.
711 See also RtgJob 37:21.
712 R. Weiss, ai'S hDDb VObNP Winn, 221 attributes the modification to the translator rather than the
Vorlage from which he worked.
713 Another example of transposition cited by R. Weiss, DTK IDDb 'fcixn DJbnn, 221 (18:4) is unfortu¬
nately only poorly preserved in 11Q10. While this prevents comparison of RtgJob's treatment with the
other Aramaic versions at this point, it is clear that the RtgJob translator deviates from the order of the
Hebrew text at 1 8:4b (1tfp&O "fiX-pn5Pl) providing the subject in the initial position in the targum
(liTinX jO pbnD"1 12321) rather than supplying it after the verb as is the case in MT. As Weiss indi¬
cates, this transposition seems to be quite clearly related to Job 14:18 where the Hebrew displays a text
identical in all respects to that of 18:4 apart from the order of S and V.(:1b'pQ?p pnV) "TO1). While 14:18
(T2) supplements its rendering with references to the patriarchs (See C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 45
n.13) both T2 and T1 (!"PinX j!3 pYTiDQ 127121) follow the order of the Hebrew in their renderings and
apart from the use of the participle (vs. prefix conjugation) are identical.
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:d ^ kin Vjxt n'^-^-nx 41:26' -it •• : t - 1 v-iv av : • — / t t r*
xxxvii, 2 ctfrn bs by Kim [...| hqio
:kwh«i»{3}id bz by ybv Kin w Kmin by> rr Rtgjob
:Ksiton mo by> by "^{k^jthk by> by Kin jSo{k^}
riiui cn\^ .\ x rf~\\*Z) r^OCDO .r^VJJ.T pin Acv^ P-Job
Every high thing he doth see, He {is} king over all sons of pride. YLT
He beholds everything that is high; he is king over all the sons of pride. RSV
Although all three Aramaic versions present translations which largely approximate
the meaning of the Hebrew,714 only two closely related witnesses (3 3) to RtgJob join the
Qurnran Cj^o xim) and Syriac (r^A^ r^omci) versions in preserving the MT word order
throughout this verse.715 The remaining traditions present an order which is the inverse of
the MT bipartite nominal clause Kin 'he is king', providing instead the Aramaic
translation X1I7 While the only other transposition encountered thus far in RtgJob
has clearly arisen as a result of the tendency to harmonise similar texts which display
14 The exception to this general assessment is to be found at the end of the verse. The RtgJob textual tra¬
dition (see D.M. Stec, The Text ofthe Targum ofJob, 303 for complete list of variants) preserves numer¬
ous variant translations of Heb. TntZ7'-",33 'sons of pride' (i.e. proud creatures). Some MSS preserve
10313,"TO *33 all of which refer to water creatures which F. Martinez et al, Qumran Cave 11
suggests may have been derived from reading the Hebrew as plP' 'to swarm or teem'. Another interpreta¬
tion represented by some MSS is ]mx 'lion's whelps' which has clearly been influenced by the
RtgJob's contextual translation at 28:8 (|| to blUPj. (bT.Sanh 95a presumably works on the same assump¬
tion when it includes this Hebrew lexeme as one of 7 names for the lion. See R. Gordis, The Book ofJob,
307). A final reading preserved by the tradition is XSItDn ,"II3 'men of violence'. Are the origins of this
reading to be found in the root CniP 'to slaughter, beat' or is perhaps the influence of Ch 4 (vv 7-8 where
'lions' and their whelps are a metaphor for the 'guilty man') being felt here? Both 11Q10 and P-Job pro¬
vide $m/for Heb. )'np"'')5 'sons of pride' (i.e. proud creatures). This highly idiomatic and very
rare expression (only appearing here and at Job 28:8—where both RtgJob and P-Job provide contextual
translations) has prompted a contextual translation. (So conclude R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 490; H.M.
Szpek, Translation Technique, 293 and G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 357.) In light of the
vast number of variants generated and preserved in the RtgJob textual tradition, it is interesting to note that
both 11Q10 and P-Job have arrived at a single, identical contextual translation.
715 For one view of the relationship between 3 (=Rabbinic Bible 1517) and 3 (=MS Niimberg [Solger
Codex]) see D. Shepherd, 'Before Bomberg'.
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differing word orders, here no such influence presents itself and the motivation, if one is to
be found, must lie elsewhere. It is worth noting that while neither P-Job nor the Qumran
translation display the same word order discrepancy, the translators responsible for these
translations do nevertheless make some adjustment in their rendering of the Hebrew at this
point. The translator ofP-Job, for his part, has transformed the Hebrew nominal clause into
rd ■ *
a verbal clause by his substitution of the 3 masc. sg. independent pronoun Kin in favour
of a 3rd masc. sg. form of the verb 'to be' ream.716 It is clear, furthermore, that both these
translators ("jbo airn/r^=*> KrocnoJ have supplied the waw conjunction between stichs
where it is neither provided by the Hebrew nor supplied by the targum translator.717 As we
will see in Part Three, the addition of the conjunction by the Aramaic translators of the
Syriac and Qumran texts is related to a linguistic-stylistic preference for marking the
conjunction of stichs rather than merely leaving them apposed, but the question remains:
what is the motivation for the targumist's transposition here? Although the Hebrew of Job
presents examples of the independent pronoun (Kin) being used as a reiterated subject only
following the participle (e.g. 15:22, 23) Hebrew certainly allows for the use of Kin with
non-finite verbs.718 Although the word order pronoun + verb is more common, the reverse
order {verb + pronoun) is also attested in Hebrew.719 Armed with this knowledge, and an
awareness that the pronoun may also be used as the subject in verbless clauses, we see that
the Hebrew text (fDU?- ,,32-*73_t7i7 J|bp Kin HKT npJ_b3_nK) may provide a potential
source of ambiguity for its reader/translator. Without the conjunction supplied by P-Job
and 11Q10, the independent pronoun might be construed as a reiterated subject of
Kin 77XT, rather than the subject of the latter stich Qbp Kin). But while the transposed
716 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 357 suggests that this transformation is a result of the in-
ner-Syriac corruption of an original independent pronoun. In its other occurrences, the translator of P-Job
(and the SAVJ in general) renders the independent pronoun with its Aramaic cognate. (21:22, 28:23,
31:11,32:1,37:12).
717 For further discussion of shared additions of the waw in the Aramaic versions see Part Three below.
718 See B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 16.3.2 for the emphatic and non-emphatic use of
independent pronouns with finite verbs in Hebrew.
719 See B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 16.3.2.
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text Kin 72IT presented by the targum might avoid the ambiguity of the pronoun's
reference, it is difficult to see how the resulting ambiguity ("] vO 72IT vs. Kin -pbn)
would be any great improvement on the existing order. It is at this point that D Golomb's
work on the syntax of nominal clauses in TgNeofiti may shed some light on our targum
text here in Job. Although sentences whose subject is a personal pronoun display a word
order in which the pronominal subject precedes the predicate (MT: nan TgN:
ktt2 ]tk)720 Golomb has provided a few examples where the predicate is fronted and
721the pronominal subject follows. According to Golomb these are to be analysed as cleft
sentences, despite the fact that the pronominal copy (XIH) expected in nominal cleft
sentences (e.g., TgN 38:25: n~Q2?ft KYI TO 7En KYI HKDT 'As for Tamar,
righteous is she [lit. righteous is she Tamar]') does not appear. According to Golomb, in
such cases (whether in expansive passages or following the Hebrew Vorlage) the targumist
effects the cleft sentence simply by means of fronting the predicate (MT:
btorn bp?? yfrbj? TgN: rpbl h2k "tut kit) 'Behold, little am i and not.. ,'.722 When we
turn back to the case presented by the targumist's transposition in Job 41:26, we see that the
predicate is indeed fronted (jthk 7q bz bv k1h i^o) 'king is he over all the...' and
thereby set into relief or highlighted.723 In light of the above considerations, it may well be
that the emphasis attainable through the use of a cleft sentence was simply too tempting for
a targumist also aware of the potential grammatical ambiguity involved in following the
Hebrew word order.
720 D. Golomb, 'Nominal Syntax in the Language of Codex Vatican Neofiti 1: sentences containing a
predicate' JNES 42 [3] (1983) 189 gives examples of translations which follow the Hebrew Vorlage and
those which do not.
721 D. Golomb, 'Nominal Syntax', 189-191.
722 D. Golomb, 'Nominal Syntax', 189-191.
722 It is interesting to note that while the material presented by Golomb (186) shows clear evidence of the
addition of the pronoun to emphasise and exploit an existing cleft sentence in the Hebrew (P-A-S), in none
of the instances where Neofiti is translating does it rearrange the Hebrew text to this end.
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Summary of Transposition in RtgJob
It is perhaps quite obvious from the outset that our ability to usefully characterise
the targum translator's use of transposition is severely limited by the lack of examples
furnished by the RtgJob. It is also important to note that neither of the two word order
divergences found in the targum translation are attested across the entire MS tradition—in
both cases a minority of MSS do preserve the word order of the Hebrew text. This
inconsistent attestation does not of course preclude the possibility that the transpositions
found are the work of the original translator, but it does caution against simplistic
assumptions to that effect.
Although falling outside the scope of the sample examined in our study, the word
order harmonisation found by R. Weiss in 18:4 would suggest that this same adjustment
explored above in 37:15 is not entirely anomalous.724 The clarity of the examples,
however, and their likely attribution to the translator should not obscure the fact that within
our sample, only one instance of word order harmonisation was detected in the targum
translation. The second instance of transposition (41:26) is less easily assessed but may
have arisen in some parts of the Job targum tradition as a result of the perceived syntactic
ambiguity of the Hebrew text being translated. If disambiguation has been the motivation
of the translator, this goal seems to have been facilitated by the transposition which has
resulted in a cleft sentence.




Having already examined the manner in which each of the respective Aramaic
versions uniquely departs from the word order of the Hebrew text presented by the MT,
the only task which remains is the assessment of instances where two or more of the ver¬
sions appear to agree in their syntactic divergence.
A1. Transpositions shared by all three Aramaic versions
The sample failed to yield any word order divergences which were attested in all
three versions.
A2. Transpositions shared by RtgJob and 11Q10
The sample similarly failed to provide any divergences of word order which
were attested at the same juncture in the targum and Qumran translation.
A3. Transpositions shared by P-Job and RtgJob
The sample similarly failed to provide any divergences of word order which
were attested at the same juncture in the targum and Qumran translation.
A4. Transpositions shared by P-Job and 11Q10
In light of the number ofword order divergences unearthed in both of these texts,
it would indeed be somewhat surprising if there was no overlap between the Qumran
and Syriac versions of Job with regard to transposition. The fact that both versions pres¬
ent cases of word order harmonisation and transposition resulting from linguistic-
stylistic constraints is at least an initial suggestion that the respective translators share
some common concerns regarding word order divergence. One particular example is
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provided by the treatment of the comparative constructions in the Qumran and Syriac
texts. While the Qumran translation shows a transposition at 34:7 (MT:
0*3? jyV/llQlO: KjTQD) the Syriac version uyrc r£o_. follows the or¬
der of the Hebrew. As we saw in the discussion of transposition in P-Job, the Syriac
translator felt the need to transpose elements within the comparative constructions at
27:16, 20 and 38:30. Particularly interesting is 27:20 where a construction involving the
same vehicle ('like water') is supplied by the Hebrew (MT nVn'?2 D^3?) in an inverted
order. While the Qumran translator here finds no impediment to reproducing the He-
o o o
brew word order it is instead the turn of the Syriac translator
) to diverge from the Hebrew. From the above discussion we see
that the Qumran translator reproduces the 'like' water + tenor construction when it ap¬
pears in this order in the Hebrew (27:20) and adjusts it by means of transposition when it
does not (34:7). In the Syriac version by contrast, it is the order tenor + 'like' water
which is adopted even when the reverse is found in the Hebrew (27:20) and followed
where the Hebrew does present such an order (34:7). While our initial assessment of
1 IQIO's divergence in 34:7 suggested that the most likely cause of the divergent word
order was a harmonisation with Job 15:16 (:nbli7 tPDD nn'U? 'one who drinks like waterv it : - «_i- - w
sin'), the treatment of the comparative construction by the Syriac translator complicates
this assumption. Although these two sets of modifications might be best termed com¬
plementary rather than parallel, they suggest at least the possibility that the translators
may be responding to their Hebrew source text in distinct but related ways according to
stylistic preferences. While this is an initial suggestion that the Qumran and Syriac ver¬
sions may share some common ground with regard to transposition, more solid evidence
is provided by word order divergences which occur in the respective versions of one and
the same Hebrew verse.
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sttStttea io':r *irr:r ?inxT&n 22:4it : • — ' : • / t *av • 1 : jt : ■ • r:
? ar-p ?...] vi, 4 (22:3) -ps? bs?[\. ?OT ? ] 1 IQIO
tarn3 "pp tp -pMDDV-porr -pn ^rnTon/brnon Rtgjob
.tyy»LA. r<lL..*L=i Aci \ 1 a oym^j P-Job
Because of thy reverence Doth He reason {with} thee? He entereth with thee into judgment: YLT
Is it for your fear of him that he reproves you, and enters into judgment with you? RSV
As with several cases already encountered in our discussion of transposition and
omission in the Qumran version, the fragmentary state of llQlO's translation of 22:4
precludes definitive conclusions. All three Aramaic versions produce generally proxi¬
mate translations of Hebrew MT with both the Qumran and Syriac versions sup¬
plying imperfect forms of bbs and A_v respectively and the targumist providing
While this verbal form is immediately followed in the Hebrew by the prepositional
phrase only RtgJob ("JOS? TP'') and 11Q10 ("JOB ) adopt this same word order.
The translator of P-Job instead prefers to invert the order of the prepositional phrases in
arriving at his Syriac rendering of the Hebrew pCju.u Ao^jo. As we saw in our
discussion of P-Job's unique transposition at 40:28, the Syriac translator is not afraid to
diverge from the word order of the Hebrew text where DS?/^ is concerned. But what
light does this shed on the fragmentary Qumran translation? Because the beginning of
lines three and four of column vi are now lost it is impossible to determine whether the
translator has followed the Hebrew word order by providing an equivalent (NTHS) at the
beginning of line four or deviated from it by supplying a rendering before the verb.726
While the Qumran translator may well have reproduced the word order of the Hebrew,
725 All three versions recognise that Heb X1D may mean both 'to come' and 'to enter' (See B.E. Zucker-
man, The Process of Translation, 215-216) and usually differentiate their translations accordingly. In
19:12 and 42:11 all utilise WIN, while in 41:8 all three versions supply forms of bbv.
726 It is of course possible that the translator did not for whatever reason provide an equivalent for OStttefl.
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the divergence of the Syriac translator in the same stich at least raises the possibility that
a transposition has also taken place in the Aramaic translation found at Qumran.727
]rro 'mm in&y fonn Kbn 4QJoba
IT V v/v T •••••. : - AT T •-!*• I V V — V
fn|n... (2K0TD2?) ( ) xviii, 8 1"!^ [...] 11Q10
:!injrsm arr ppnai rrrr nnin ^~ns? Nonon *6n Rtgjob
yJ-D^ riijtojUjaO .CTD.Tn_L. >J Tni.l r€floi-\-i r^crOT P-Job
Did not ( ) he who made me in the womb make them? And did not one fashion us in the
womb ( 1? NRSV
Here the focus of our attention is the prepositional phrase which appears near the
beginning of the clause, both in the Hebrew of the MT and in its targum and Syriac
translations. It is clear that the Syriac and targum translations preserve morphologically
identical renderings (N0"'~D3/r<a>t2^=) of the Hebrew prepositional phrase jDSD 'in the
womb' which follows the interrogative-negative cluster (X'bn) at the beginning of the
verse. It is also evident that the Qumran translation does not provide a rendering of this
same prepositional phrase before its rendering of the following verbal form
C3f-np T1X) 'For He who made[me..'. As we have seen previously in our discussion of
the Qumran text, there is no way of being certain that the prepositional phrase has been
provided by the Aramaic translator in the text now lost, but evidence from the few He¬
brew fragments of Job extracted from Qumran cave 4 does suggest that a transposition is
possible here.728 In preliminary textual notes published in 1994, G.W. Nebe observed
that the word order preserved in 11Q10 found a parallel in one of the fragments of 4Q99
(4Qjoba).729 The fact that the Hebrew fragment preserves a word order paralleling the
111
As was often found to be the case in chapter 3, the RSV's idiomatic English translation displays an
adjustment which finds a parallel in the Syriac version.
728 For the Qumran Hebrew fragments see discussion of 36:1 l(chapter 6) above.
129 G.W. von Nebe, 'Qumranica I: Zu unverroffentlichten Handschriften aus Hohle 4 von Qumran1 ZA W
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apparent dislocation in the fragmentary Qumran transla¬
tion^...jlTD "mm intyv pm Nbn) 'Did not the one who made me in the womb
make him and did he not fashion us in the womb[..is indeed suggestive. It seems ob¬
vious that this correlation is circumstantial evidence in favour of transposition rather
than omission, but a further question then remains: has this transposition taken place in
the Vorlage (4Qjoba ?) of 11Q10 or should these divergences in both Hebrew and Ara¬
maic texts of Job from Qumran be seen as resulting from a shared indisposition toward
the word order of the MT? Certainly the presence of such an inversion in an ancient
Hebrew MS of the same immediate provenance (albeit Cave 4 as opposed to Cave 11)
shows that such an inversion would not constitute ungrammatical Hebrew in the eyes of
the scribe responsible for 4Qjoba. But a correlation as apparently striking as the one of¬
fered by 4Qjoba deserves closer scrutiny. In particular our attention is drawn to the end
■71A
of the verse where the Qumran text is again preserved. Whereas 11Q10 corresponds
to the MT in placing the numeral in the final position, we note that the Syriac translation
diverges from the word order of the MT in the second half of the verse. Furthermore,
the Syriac translator's modification would seem to shed light on the modifications dis¬
cussed above. Remembering that the Qumran text (and 4Qjoba) has apparently modified
the word order in v. 15a (V-Pp...) under the influence of the semantically and syntacti¬
cally parallel v,15b.. .BITD (V-Pp...), we see that the Syriac text shows a sensi¬
tivity to the same constraints by doing precisely the opposite—modifying v. 15b in the
light of the first half of the verse. A glance at P-Job's translation
shows a word order (Pp - V) which diverges from the MT of v. 15b (V - Pp) and paral¬
lels that of v,15a.731 Although the modifications evident in the Syriac and Qumran
translations are at opposite ends of the verse, this superficial difference between their
106 (1994) 307-22. This reading is also provided by M. Abegg, P. Flint, E. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls
Bible, 591 and confirmed by the present author's examination of the fragment appearing on PAM 41.786.
730 Here reading ~l[n with F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 122.
731 Faced with the ambiguity ofMT inx P-Job clearly prefers to see the numeral as qualifying 01173,
(i.e.,'one [and the same] womb') rather that functioning as subject of the verbal clause (i.e., 'and [didn't]
One [and the same God] fashion us...'). See S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 225 for
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respective treatments of the text should not be allowed to obscure the underlying com¬
monality of approach (harmonisation). In addition we see that both the Qumran and Sy-
riac translations have, at the beginning of their renderings (TlK/rCm.i 'for'...), created a
positive assertion in place of the negative rhetorical question attested in the Hebrew and
preserved in the targum. This type of stylistic preference for declaratives in place of in-
terrogatives is already well attested in the Qumran and Syriac translations and is a clear
737indication of linguistic-stylistic modification. If it is theoretically possible that 11Q10
reflects a Vorlage similar (or indeed identical) to 4QjobJ at this juncture, then it should
also be acknowledged that it is not a sufficient explanation for the Aramaic translator's
presentation of the Hebrew. In terms of translation approach (both intra-verse influence
and more importantly, the transformation of the rhetorical negative question into a posi¬
tive assertion) the Syriac and the Qumran Aramaic translations betray a profound simi¬
larity which makes it not at all unlikely that the transpositions have been imposed by the
translators. It is safe to say that 4Qjoba does furnish good evidence of 1 IQIO's transpo¬
sition (as opposed to omission) here and suggests the possibility that it may be depend¬
ent on a prior inversion in the translator's Vorlage. Methodological rigour demands,
however, that this be qualified by the observation that the connection between the two
texts is not necessary for there is evidence that the self same intra-verse word order con¬
straints were felt in the Syriac translation as well. In addition, the translator's possible
reliance on a divergent Vorlage is not sufficient to account for the translation diver¬
gences which would be unexpected in the Hebrew but entirely anticipated in light of the
particular stylistic constraints that we have seen to be operative in P-Job and the Qumran
translation.733
further discussion.
732 See for instance 1 IQIO's treatment of 21:4 and 34:33 where 1~IK is used in place of interrogatives in
the Hebrew. For the representation (and non-representation) of interrogatives in the Peshitta see H.M.
Szpek, Translation Technique, 208 and A. Gelston, The Peshitta of the Twelve Prophets (Oxford: Claren¬
don Press, 1987) 137 and M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old Testament, 26.
733 In English translations of this verse (e.g. RSV) idiomatic phrasing clearly requires that the negative
interrogative be followed immediately by the verb rather than the prepositional phrase. As we have seen
in previous chapters, this is not the first instance of parallel linguistic-stylistic constraints in English and
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^□np-sn&ri nin^i 'nptPn 22:7
vIT 1- : i« .. T .. *•„• : — _!*• T • - \
□nf1?... ...] vi, 7 gris^...] 11Q10
iwnb s?DDn pso pi ptfn Tibwnb wo *6 Rtgjob
K^ixA . \ -n r-Yi °i-s ^ijci .r^giT ^"^iA . n rr^ r<^.*?3 r<iA P-Job
You have given no water to the weary to drink, and you have withheld bread from the hungry.
RSV
Thou causest not the weary to drink water, And from the hungry thou withholdest bread. YLT
Although the first stich of Job 22:7 presents the reader with a somewhat unorthodox
word order by utilising K'b to negate an item (D'O) rather than the entire clause
(*nj?ty'rrX'V),734 the fragmentary preservation of the Qumran text does not provide evi¬
dence that X'b and have been disassociated in translation.735 Some commentators
have argued that Hebrew can have the meaning 'to be weak /faint from hunger or
o
thirst' and that llQlO's rendering KH2S 'thirsty' is therefore a faithful and proximate
rendering. On the other hand it does seem quite possible that llQlO's NHIS 'thirsty',
which finds a semantic parallel in the LXX Suj/COVTOCQ737 has arisen from the transla¬
tor's contextualisation of the MT lexeme *£5? 'weak, faint' in light of the obvious refer¬
ence to □,Q 'water' in the same clause and 'the hungry' in the one which follows.
Whatever the precise meaning of the Qumran Aramaic equivalent, it is clear that the He¬
brew lexeme which has given rise to it follows not only the negative, but also the sub-
Aramaic renderings.
734
For other examples of the negative being used as an item adverb see BDB, 518 b. See B. Waltke and
M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 39.3.2 for fewer examples but a rather more sophisticated analysis.
735
Only the extreme left edge of the column is preserved and a translation of D'Q may indeed follow the
negative on the following line. Whatever other divergences of word order are visible in the Syriac ver¬
sion, neither it, nor the Targum rendering give any indication that this less common use of the negative has
presented any problems of comprehension.
736 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 113; B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 221.
737 As noted by E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 12; Editio princeps, 23; B. Jongeling, Een
Aramees boekJob, 50.
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stantive which it negates .. □10~K't7. Such is not the case in the Qumran version
o
where the translation of the negative follows immediately on the heels of XI722. Both
Syriac and targum versions also provide equivalents for py supplying nia-rf^A and
respectively, but the former translation departs from the Hebrew in the order in
which it represents the elements of the clause. While the Hebrew text presents
1W before the final, verbal element (nj?t£T)) in the stich, its equivalent r<at\7^A appears
in the final position in the Syriac translation, displacing the verb.738 On the basis of
Latin and Hebrew parallels, Zuckerman assumes that it is the Hebrew's rare use of N'V to
negate an item (see above) which has prompted the Qumran translation's divergence
-7->Q
from the word order displayed in the MT. This may well be the case, but as we have
seen, there are no grounds for assuming that the form which would have followed on the
line below was in fact the verb as opposed to the substantive. The other Aramaic ver¬
sions would seem to suggest that such an assumption is not warranted and it is slightly
surprising that Zuckerman makes no reference to the Syriac version's own deviation
from the MT. On one hand, if Zuckerman's assessment is accurate, the Qumran trans¬
lator's primary concern has been the 'correction' of the unusual usage of the negative
"pm xb XHSfb X72j.740 On the other hand, P-Job's inverted translation
(r^r^A Awnrr^) suggests the possibility that the Qumran translator has shared the
same priorities X^Q X*2 XH2S[b pC^n]. Whether the former or the latter, it seems clear
that both the Qumran and Syriac translators have responded to the perceived irregulari-
738 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 109 has noted this transposition but her analysis consists only in
the inclusion of this displacement amongst a large group of examples which are unified by the translator's
desire 'to 'standardise' or present a more prosaic word order as against the MT.'
739 See B.E. Zuckerman, The Process ofTranslation, 222.
740
Although Zuckerman is quite correct that the other instances of item negation are not translated in the
preserved portion of 11Q10, P-Job's rendering ofMT 13:16 :N")fP V3D *7 Xh with Syriac
Ai. iinnaia rd.i \\~n and a divergent translation of another at 34:23 provide some circumstantial
corroboration for his case.
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ties of the Hebrew word order by providing new ones which were perceived as being
better able to meet the linguistic-stylistic expectations of their respective readerships.
md1? kddv snr-tf1? 36:?
IT : • - - vt /•• • - A** • — /• T : v : /T •• ' • - • /- : • i
|iot pmb yih....*?]!? vimr prfefl'? [...] hqio
bv nnflb *npn arabo am rrrs? Kp-ns p sarr *6 Rtgj0b
t^manoi |irnrn^V|mnr^ rro^a ^omr?
V -=3^\CIS?3 .,roCLJ_»_l. pO .TO ^73 rfn |H 1 ' V •» - P-Job
\ \ y.*?a-.ia\^oo .r^»wtcl^
He withdraweth not from the righteous His eyes, And {from} kings on the throne, And causeth
them to sit for ever, and they are high, YLT
He does not take his eyes off the righteous; he enthrones them with kings and exalts them for
ever. NIV
He does not withdraw his eyes from the righteous, but with kings upon the throne he sets them
for ever, and they are exalted. RSV
Our previous discussion of the Aramaic translations of Job 36:7 centered on the
Syriac and Qumran translators' omission of the suffix in their rendering of DTli^"!.741 As
we saw there, the irregular stmcture of Hebrew 36:7b has prompted considerable
innovative activity on the part of the Aramaic translators.742 Both 11Q10 and P-Job appear
to have understood the preposition in MT □,p<7i9~nx 'with kings' as the nota accusativi
and rendered the phrase accordingly as the direct object of a verb ([P-Job] W. r^-A-7, _=Acis*)
/ [11Q10] ^]S7 YOTP yDbzb 743 While all three Aramaic versions have provided a form
of Aramaic DTP 'to sit', the translators of 11Q10 (VOIT) and P-Job have
apparently intended their rendering of □TtZ7!'1 'and he seats them' to refer to 7b and have
741 See above chapter 1.
742 □5,uA'! 'and he sits them' seems to be related to the preceding clause (XD3b D'pbDTlX-!) despite the
occurrence of the waw. R. Gordis, The Book ofJob, 414 attributes this irregularity to the metrical require¬
ments of the poet.
743 See G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 299 (P-Job); M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 137;
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thus diverged from the word order ofMT in moving their translations of this verbal form
toward the front of their respective Aramaic clauses. The targumist has also provided a
form of this verb (2T\Eh) in response to the perceived problem at hand but any
misconceptions regarding the order of the Hebrew are prevented by the provision of an
appropriate equivalent CpSmmXI) forDTlpl in a location which corresponds to that of the
MT. At the root of the adjustments evident here in the Aramaic translations of Job 36:7 is a
text which was perceived as difficult or irregular by all three translators. Whereas the
targumist adds elements (and in this case repeats an element) in order to overcome this
difficulty, the Qumran and Syriac translators transpose elements in such a way that their
respective translations are sufficiently coherent and fluent.744
:o inx nm an wfo nftx ntrfri? Wx iVurvi ... 42:11it v VT T *•*/••• • : TV JT • •< : • ■
nm °"H in enp im xxxviii, 8 mn iirax rh mm... hqio
moxi xd^xi xn^no moxi rrxi xsm m rrb mm... Rtgjob
:in xnrrn xtfip twxi xin xsmn
.r^racnm rdjt.TQ Taj TjjO k*. n \ r^.Tu r^.Tu mA ClaacnjO... P-Job
...and they gave to him each one kesitah, and each one ring of gold. YLT
...and each of them gave him a piece of money and a ring of gold. RSV
The final clauses of Job 42:11 describe Job's former acquaintances presenting
their restored host with gifts. Although we have already encountered some divergences
on the part of the Qumran and Syriac translators in our discussion of omission and trans¬
position in this verse,745 the Aramaic versions of these last clauses provide no great de-
ATQ, 51; F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 141. (11Q10).
744
Unique among the Aramaic translators but paralleled by the English NIV ('.. .and exalts them for¬
ever.'), the Syriac translator inverts verb and adverb in his rendering of the final
portion of the verse (triPP] nxib). This is again to be attributed to the syntactic irregularities evident in
the Hebrew source text.
745 See chapter 2 (11Q10) and chapter 7 (P-Job).
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partures from the Hebrew text apart from the treatment of Here in 42:11, the
Hebrew lexeme UP'X is being used distributively and the targum and Qumran versions
follow suit by providing "QU and respectively.747 The Syriac translator's rendering
suggests that has been intended to function as a substantive while the repetition of
the numeral (r^xu r^.xu) in conjunction with the substantive (W.m) the Syriac would
• • 748
seem to correspond to flliX While the other Aramaic versions follow the He¬
brew in supplying their respective equivalents of nilN following the noun, the Syriac
text diverges from the word order of the source by ante-positioning the numeral equiva¬
lents k'.tu r^.Tu.749 When we turn to the final clause of the verse we see that the
Syriac translator again deviates from the word order of the Hebrew, but here his Qumran
counterpart also positions the equivalent of the numeral in a position not reflected in the
MT. In the latter rendering the "Q3 is again provided, but the use of the analytic con¬
struction allows for the numeral to be interposed in the genitive construction
pm "n °"fn ctfip)'each a/one ring of gold'750 This alternative word order supplied by
the Qumran translator is not entirely surprising, for the interposing of the numeral in
such constructions constitutes good idiomatic Aramaic in Syriac dialects of the lan-
746
11Q10: mnK; P-Job: RtgJob: KEmPI; R. Weiss, TPX bDDb Winn, 173-4 shows links
between the Aramaic versions' understanding of ntp'tpp as iamb, sheep' and the exegesis of the Rabbis
(e.g. Gen. Rabba 79.7) but with respect to RtgJob in particular, C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 91 n.7,
observes that the three renderings are those of the pentateuchal targumim to Gen. 33:19. (C. Mangan, The
Targum ofJob, 91 n.7 XPD 'piece ofmoney' [TgNeof, FT] XJVbriQ 'pearl' [Ps-J] KSTin [TgOnq]).
Weiss suggests the probability that NTp'a-in ('pearl') was derived from the root 12Wp 'to adorn' (see for
example, Num. Rabba. s.2 where 'precious stone' (mp1 ]DK) and this verb occur together). In the base
text (SJ) ofD.M. Stec, The Text ofthe Targum ofJob, the meta-linguistic indicators "HDiO ITX and
"HBX7 XD'X possess supralinear dots which presumably indicate that the words marked should not be
read.
747 See Gesenius-Kautsch, § 139 b,c.
748 T. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, § 91 c). For distributive use of x=vQn Syriac see Payne-Smith, 59.
74'' HP has been supplied in the RtgJob text cited above because although Stec's base text (U) lacks it,
the vast majority of witnesses to RtgJob preserve it in a position which corresponds to MT.
750 For the greater flexibility of the analytic genitive construction see T. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, § 73
f).
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guage.751 But in light of this, it is rather unexpected that the Syriac here opts not to in¬
terpose the numeral but to reproduce the word order of the preceding clause by again
ante-positioning the numeral r^cn.™ r£x.\o ru.. T. Muraoka has argued that the ante-
positioning of the numeral .uj in Syriac often emphasises 'the notion of unity or one¬
ness' (e.g., ifla .tjj 'one flesh' [union of marriage]). The translator may well have had
this particular intention in mind in the present context, but the advantage or significance
of such a nuance rCxro xy. 'even/only one gold ring'?) is not entirely obvi¬
ous.752 What is clear, however, is that while all the Aramaic versions of Job have pre¬
ferred the analytic genitive to the construct of the Hebrew, only the translator of the tar-
gum an Knmi atfnp) has followed the word order of the Hebrew text
(7HK urn Q!,).)• On the other hand, the translators of P-Job and 11Q10 have seen fit to
diverge from this word order in different ways in order to provide stylistically acceptable
and adequately nuanced Aramaic renderings for their readers. Similar constraints are of
course visible in the English renderings of the Hebrew ('one ring of gold'), where the
753numeral is not permitted to follow the substantive.
it'S; K'V Tiir^ loni 30:13
IT j** \ a- 1 • T - : / • T • 1: :T
Ipnb.arra] xvi,2 *6 xmi |irr a[.„] iiqio
:prfe Tirol nil prro TmsniB1? w-12 Rtgjob
.o_».tjj ^jocn.i r^o Avn .Ai. r<n. txp cihitx AJua P-Job
rfaou KA
They mar my path, they set forward my calamity, thev have no helper. KJV
They break up my path, they promote my calamity; no one restrains them. RSV
731
E.g. Matt. 5:36: |itav Tptya Syriac rsrxu (See T. Muraoka, Classical Syriac, § 91(c).
732 T. Muraoka 'Some types ofNoun Modifier in Syriac', 192-94. Muraoka's assessment of the post-
positioning of xu as 'equal to the simple 'one', often approaching in force the English indefinite article
'a/an' has already been illustrated in the present verse by rr.xu
753 While in the case of English, this seems to be a properly linguistic constraint, the positioning is techni¬
cally more free in Aramaic and accordingly, the latitude for stylistic preference is greater.
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When we turn to the Aramaic versions of Job 30:13c we see that not only have
all three translators provided a semantically proximate rendering of the Hebrew, but
each has similarly provided an explicit waw conjunction at the beginning of the
clause.754 While the versions do share these features, the respective translations never¬
theless display some differentiating features. The targumist's rendering
|"ip!1? ts?d"1 rpb represents a minor accommodation of the Hebrew to Aramaic id¬
iom— the substitution of the negative existential particle (it1'?) and the provision of da-
lath (relative) before the participle form. As we have seen, this modification is not
found in the targum text at 29:12 where a virtually identical Hebrew text (Yb YflPN'V)
yields rrb ti?o *6. Whatever the discrepancies between the targum's translations of
the similar texts here and at 29:12, it is clear that in both cases, the targumist adheres to
the word order presented in the Hebrew source text. The copula supplied in the Syriac
version r^oou r<A) seems likely to have been supplied in order to harmonise the
temporal setting of the final clause with that of antecedent clauses.755 In addition to this
adjustment, we note that the Syriac translation substitutes a depersonalised noun
'help, succour') in place of the participle and more interesting for our purposes here, di¬
verges from the word order of the MT by moving the prepositional phrase (.cmA) to the
initial position in the clause. Just as we observed that the targum maintained the word
order of the Hebrew both here and at 29:12, so too the Syriac version treats these two
passages in the same manner, implementing a transposition in both locations (29:12 MT:
1*? "VT'IPXVP-Job: oA <kA). While the temporal harmonisation outlined above
means that the Syriac translator has diverged from the Hebrew word order differently
here in 30:13, the transposition which is found in the Qumran version here
754 For the waw conjunction see chapter 11 below.
755 Both RtgJob and P-Job show signs of temporal harmonisation in their renderings of 30:13. In translat¬
ing Hebrew with a participle the targum translator opts to harmonise its form with the im¬
plied temporal context of the following verbless clause. His Syriac counterpart instead takes his lead from
the initial Hebrew perfect form (IDHD) and harmonises accordingly /<Ao *_•,)•
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(|[t6...TPK] xvi, 2 Kb 83SS) may provide a more striking parallel with the Syriac at
29:12. Although the Qumran text is quite obviously fragmentary, the editors of DJD 23
suggest reconstructing Ipnb ttk perhaps on the basis of similar constructions at 22:5
(TPX Kb) and 32:12 (see following example). This would fit well with the clear evi¬
dence that an equivalent ofMT (7T17) has been placed before the negative in the Qumran
translation xb X2SS 'no deliverer' [for them].756 Despite deviating from the Hebrew
word order in different ways, it seems quite clear that the Qumran and Syriac translators
have felt free to diverge from the source text in order to accommodate it to their respec¬
tive target dialects. On the other hand, the translator responsible for the targum shows no
signs of such a tendency.
thdx mis; nrxb rx nam irftnx dSps?) 32:12iv • jt t \v - a* j • : I j-* <•• • : I/t : v •• it :
ppb>ftb xxi, 4 [... nr]°xb> psao tpk xb> nxi hqio
TII-IITO nn» pcoft nrvb ni xm pnnx |i^nai Rtgjob
cnA JCTL..TO 1-^1 cyi-wi _=jCL. r^roo .Au.» ^CL^^\O.Taxm-iCl P-Job
.r^a\6va 1 *73
Yea, I attended unto you, and, behold, there was none of vou that convinced Job, or that an¬
swered his words: KJV
I gave you my attention, and, behold, there was none that confuted Job, or that answered his
words, among vou. RSV
I gave you my attention, but there was in fact no one that confuted Job, no one among vou that
answered his words. NRS
Although all the Aramaic versions of Job represent the suffixed Hebrew preposi¬
tion D3p 'among you' with the expected target language equivalents Qmvi/113313),
the location of the respective equivalents within the verse is far more variable. Like the
English translators responsible for the RSV, the translator of the targum faithfully fol-
756 For whatever reason, this same divergence is not encountered in the Qumran translator's treatment of
29:12.
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lows the Hebrew text in presenting its equivalent suffixed preposition in the final posi¬
tion in the verse ..,|1D3Q "TTnO'TV.. .his words, among you. In the case of both the
Qumran and Syriac versions, however, the recognition of the relationship between the
negation particle and prepositional phrase (Q3D fX) 'there are none among you' appears
to have led to deviations from the word order preserved in each. While the NRSV Eng¬
lish translation differs from the Syriac version in its reiteration of the negative 'no one'
in the latter half of its rendering, it does agree with P-Job in preserving its equivalent
('among you') in the latter portion, but not final position, of the verse (cnA _r3cn_» ."TCl
757
'[lit.] who gives to him, among you, an answer'). Finally when we
turn to the Qumran translation, we see that the position of the suffixed preposition dif¬
fers not only from its source text but also its Aramaic sister translations. In this case it is
the Authorised Version which provides the word order parallel with both English and
Aramaic translations repositioning their equivalents of the prepositional phrase directly
following their respective negative constructions (... ]"D3Q TPX N2?/ there was none of
you).758 While the correspondence of the three Aramaic versions with three different
English translations of the same text in different eras is indeed a coincidence, it should
come as no particular surprise that a construction such as QSp fX has prompted the
Qumran and Syriac versions to implement transpositions. As we saw above, the trans¬
lator of P-Job has already displayed in his translation of 29:12, a willingness to deviate
from the word order where <kA is concerned. With regard to the Qumran translation, the
relocation of the prepositional phrase to a position immediately following the negative
particle (|"D3Q TPX N1?) might also be expected when we remember that at 40:8, this
same translator has provided the existential particle immediately adjacent to the preposi-
757 In omitting the 3rd masc. sg. suffix from , the translator of P-Job reveals that this lexeme does
not render THQlt 'his words' but is rather part of the Syriac idiom 'to answer' and thus is equivalent to
MTiTJiy 'to answer'. This leaves THQX to be represented by cnA 'him'. See E. Baumann,'Verwend-
barkeit der Peshita', (1900) 198.
758 The Qumran text's divergence from the MT was noted by the editors of F. Martinez et al., Qumran
Cave 11, 128.
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tional phrase where it is lacking in the MT ("jb TPK). It seems clear that while the tar-
gumic translation of Job is content to follow the word order of the Hebrew, the linguis¬
tic-stylistic preferences of both the Qumran and Syriac versions have led to a reordering
of the text in order to achieve a more fluent and fluid target text rendering.
:ni?:n D3H1? niwb\ 'warn 29:10
'ti- t it • : r : at : v /• • : *
[... pjhn "pinb raton pao bp [...] hqio
:npm^ ]mnmb iinirii tiobk pima bp Rtgjob
,.Q(P *^»» "-■.1 _£»m \ v\n . v\^A>»»n nf \ . \ v T n<Ar» P-Job
The voice of leaders hath been hidden, And their tongue to the palate hath cleaved. YLT
the voice of the nobles was hushed, and their tongue cleaved to the roof of their mouth. RSV
In semantic terms, the Aramaic versions provide a largely proximate rendering of
29:10b. All three provide the Aramaic cognate of Hebrew nj?5*7, and both the targum
and Syriac versions likewise supply the cognate of Diiiy'V.759 The omission of the 3ld
masc. pi. suffix on the Qumran translator's rendering Cpr6) of the Hebrew source lex¬
eme nsnV has led Zuckerman to suggest that the occurrence of this same Hebrew lexeme
in the absolute form at Job 12:11 and 34:4 may be a contributing factor.760 The Syriac
translation, for its part, provides a small addition (^jt) perhaps in order to be more ana¬
tomically precise in its rendering of the Hebrew 'to the roof of the pal¬
ate'.761 IfMuraoka is justified in his assumption that the Qumran translator has in fact
759 In the case of 11Q10, the equivalent form is of course lost in the lacuna, but at 40:25, the translator has
no qualms about representing another suffixed form of the same lexeme (Yfllf?) with the expected equiva¬
lent (PlKi1?).
760 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process ofTranslation, 493 is encouraged in this suggestion by the fact that pX
appears in close proximity both here (29:11a) and in 12:11 and 34:4.
761 As G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 228 rightly points out, this seems to be an example of
the translator's attempt to provide a more explicit rendering that is found in the Hebrew text. Whereas the
YLT preserves a single word equivalent for the Hebrew at this point (i.e. 'palate'), the English translation
tradition represented by the RSV instead favours a slight modification of the Hebrew 'roof of the mouth'.
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supplied an equivalent of □5"1U?V in the lacuna which now exists at the end of the line,
then 11Q10 displays a word order at odds with its Hebrew source text.762 In his study
of the language of the Qumran text, T. Muraoka includes this modification (Pp-V-[SJ) as
a possible example (along with 42:10 and 41:13) of the restoration of 'genuine Semitic'
word order (i.e., a relocation of the verb toward the beginning of the clause).763 As
Zuckerman has noted, however, the Qumran translator is not alone in deviating from the
Hebrew text. Instead of supplying the equivalent of Hebrew D3nV in a medial position
where it appears in the source text, the Syriac translator has supplied ^ocn^jj as the
final component of the rendering.764 If the Qumran translator has indeed employed a
transposition at this point it seems clear that he and his Syriac counterpart have not ar¬
rived at a common word order for their respective translations (11Q10: Pp-V-S / P-Job:
S-V-Pp). What also seems evident is that when compared with the word order of the
Hebrew (S-Pp-V), the common feature of the two modifications is the adjacent associa¬
tion of subject (S) and verb (V). While the less idiomatic, more formally literal English
translation of Young does not display this modification, we are by now, not surprised to
note that the constraints of English as seen in the RSV parallel this tendency. Although
in and of itself, this example is far from conclusive, it does give rise to a question re¬
garding Muraoka's explanation of this transposition in the Qumran text. Does it seem
likely that the Qumran and Syriac translations of Job would agree as they do here, not
when the Qumran text is displaying word order which betrays the 'sumero-akkadian' in
Eastern Aramaic, but rather when they are restoring the genuine Semitic word order as
Muraoka would argue is happening in the Qumran text here?
762 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 441. B. Jongeling, 'Contributions of the Qumran Job
Targum to the Aramaic Vocabulary', JSS 17 (1972) 196 suggests the possibility that the 3rd masc. pi. suf¬
fix may have been omitted from the reconstructed form.
761 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 441.
764 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 494 notes that the Syro-Hexapla displays a word order
similar to that of P-Job. The only major variation is to be found in the rendering of the initial genitive
construction. QnmN ■ r^utAo yocn in >yi r\ jitj.t).
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Thus far we have considered instances where the Qumran and Syriac translators
of Job have diverged from one and the same Hebrew source text in rendering this origi¬
nal into idiomatic Aramaic. Although in these cases, both texts show signs of transposi¬
tion, the exact nature of the respective deviations may differ substantially. In other
words, the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job seem to display the same discomfort (linguis¬
tic, stylistic, or otherwise) with the source text yet manage to achieve satisfactory flu¬
ency in their translations by diverging from the word order of the Hebrew in different
ways. In the examples below, however, we see that the two texts also provide some di¬
vergences which show the translators appearing not only to implement transpositions at
the same location, but also with the same result.
w V9P nnb tonVn D'Vna wzi 41:13
r. .. /. . — - : a** — : j* t v : -
HPS ]P jpa! xxxvi, 7 lyn Konn pbn iiqio
rpasp/rppiaa arrmnbtth rrnbsn poti tosh Rtgjob
ypo °> 1 -icn\ to cn t °n P-Job
His breath setteth coals on fire, And a flame from his mouth aoeth forth. YLT
His breath kindles coals, and a flame comes forth from his mouth. RSV
As in the preceding example from 29:10, the Aramaic translators of 41:13b have
provided their respective readerships with a semantically proximate rendering. While it
is not entirely clear what has motivated the translator of 11Q10 to provide ]'sparks'
in rendering Heb. DH*? 'flame, blade',765 it does seem quite likely that both the Syriac
and Qumran translators have sought to harmonise the plural number of their respective
renderings (ppT/^-aoAIi) with the parallel form (□"'bra) in the preceding clause.766 The
effect of this harmonisation of plural substantives leads in turn to a modification of the
765 The Qumran translator's only previous encounter with this lexeme (39:23) was explicitly related to its
denotation 'blade, sword'. It is possible that the alternate denotation here has confused the Qumran trans¬
lator.
766 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 352; H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 67 n. 11.
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verbal forms (jpSV^nJLj) with which they must, according to the linguistic-stylistic con¬
vention followed by these translators, agree in number.767 Most interesting for the pres¬
ent discussion is the parallel word order displayed by the Qumran and Syriac transla¬
tions. While the targumist follows the word order ofMT X2P VBJp HH1? (S-Pp-V) both
the Qumran and Syriac translators deviate from this source text in precisely the same
manner, presenting the prepositional phrase at the end of their respective translations
while locating the verb in the medial position following the subject
(HQS |P IpQ"1 pp^Tl/cn^no-a Interestingly, we encounter here the
same word order presented by the preceding example of Job 29:10b (S-Pp-V), where we
saw that the Qumran and Syriac translators both felt the need to diverge from the source
text (albeit in different ways). Here, the fact that both translators present one and the
same word order (S-V-Pp) in diverging from that of the source text would add further
weight to the suggestion that it is a desire for the adjacent placement of subject and verb
which has motivated the shared transposition. Like the adjustment in 29:10, the modifi¬
cation here in 41:13 has been presented by T. Muraoka as a counter-example to his own
suggestion that the Qumran translator tends to favour an Eastern flavour of Aramaic
which displays a sumero-akkadian influence on the word order. Again we observe,
however, that it is precisely at this juncture—and comparatively few others—that the
Qumran adjustment finds a parallel in the Syriac translation offered by P-Job. It is also
worth noting that the English translation (RSV) which at 29:10 above provided a parallel
to the transposition of the Syriac rendering, here manifests this same tendency—in this
case paralleled by not merely P-Job, but 11Q10 as well.
767 In terms of the verbal tenses chosen here by the respective translators, both the Targum and Syriac
translators represent the Hebrew imperfect verbal form N2P with participle forms (RtgJob: P-Job
vr»s,i) despite the difference in number.
768 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 440-1.
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nfc1? 'To* V^-nDi 13dd 11 d an»'xn 22:17
IT j— — \- : • - AV • -i •• t \ J• : T
[...Kjrfaa xh vii, 3 [... .p poa hqio
:.prfc rrc? ~asr nrai win nr xnbxb *no*c1 Kamcn ami Rtgj0b
.r^cnAr^ ^ .TaA rilMO yl *73 jaciTB r<cnAr^ ^ Ti^r^O P-Job
Those saying to God, Turn aside from us,' And what doth the Mighty One to them? YLT
They said to God, 'Depart from us,' and 'What can the Almighty do to us?' RSV
While the targumist preserves the 3ld pi. suffixed preposition p1?, both the
Qumran and Syriac translators have opted to render MT ID*? 'to them' with 1st c. pi.
forms under the influence of 13 Dip earlier in verse 17.769 Both of these latter
translators have also rendered the MT divine name 17t£1' here with while the tar¬
gumist preserves the form of this Hebrew term by providing its Aramaic 'cognate'.770 It
is also interesting to note that both 11Q10 ([... X3£1)and P-Job (^oA^ diverge
from the syntax ofMT (iftV by inverting the subject of the verb and the preposi¬
tional phrase which appears in the final position in Hebrew.771 The lack of contextual
clues for such a transposition, when considered alongside the fact that the Greek version
of Job shows a similar transposition (tlJiiv 0 TtavTOKpaxoop) has led Zuckerman to
conclude that this common divergence from the word order of the Hebrew should be at¬
tributed to a shared Vorlage at variance with the MT.772 While this is indeed quite possi¬
ble, the examination of transposition presented in this study suggests that it would be
unwise to rule out the possibility that the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job have shifted the
word order under the influence of linguistic-stylistic constraints. What is abundantly
769 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 238. It seems likely that the underlying Hebrew form
was in fact the 3'd pi. which has been subsequently modified by the translators.
770 As noted by B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 240.
771 The word order divergence was noted by H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 108 n.l 1.
11' B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 240 argues that this word order divergence shared also by
LXX, reflects a variant Hebrew tradition. See also F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 100.
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clear is the fact that while these latter two translations have diverged for whatever reason
from the word order of the MT, the targum faithfully represents both the 3rd pi. suffix
and the word order presented in the Hebrew text.
npx-'n nin^-nx rn^x 42:1
nip im\ nrx hqio
:imi "n IT nrx rrnxi Rtgjob
• te)P?Q J3CL.v? rf\ vn P-Job
And Job answereth Jehovah and saith: — YLT
Then Job answered the LORD ( ): RSV
For the most part, the Aramaic versions of Job 42:1 present no great divergences
from the Hebrew text of the verse and the deviations which do appear have already been
examined in our discussion of the Syriac version of Job 40:6.773 As was the case there,
here the Syriac translator diverges from the word order of the MT by positioning its
equivalent (t^r<a) of "IpX-T immediately following _=cv.r<r rather than at the end of the
verse, as in the Hebrew text. Again as in the Syriac translation of 40:6, the addressee
which, in the Hebrew text, is presented as the direct object of the initial verbal phrase
(mrp-nx |V^1) becomes instead the object of a preposition which is related to the
repositioned Syriac verb (r^tsA 774 When we turn to the Aramaic version from
Qumran we see that this same adjustment (XH^X Dip TEXT) has been implemented by
the translator in preference to the word order presented by the MT. As in the Syriac ver¬
sion, the addressee (in this case the deity) has become the object of a preposition but un¬
like P-Job the preposition chosen is Dip rather than A. E. Tuinstra suggests that the
773 See above ad loc. For 1 IQIO's omission ofwaw see chapter 11 below and for discussion of the tar-
gum's use of ,,n~l see Appendix I.
774 For the Aramaic versions rendering of the divine name here, see above page 184.
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Qumran translator's use of D"Ip 'before' where Job addresses God—as opposed to the
use of -b at 40:06 (where God addresses Job)—indicates that the translator was sensitive
to issues of reverence toward the deity which were current in the 2nd Temple period.773
While Tuinstra seems correct in pinpointing deference or reverence as the crucial factor
which distinguishes between the use ofDip and -b, his restriction of the object of def¬
erence to God seems less well founded.776 Given that the Syriac translator has deviated
from the word order of the Hebrew for precisely the same linguistic-stylistic reasons
both here and at 40:6 (and indeed elsewhere throughout Job777) it seems fair to ask why
the Qumran translator yields to these same linguistic-stylistic constraints here but fails to
transpose in 40:6. A look back at the Qumran rendering of 40:6 provides at least part of
an explanation. In the Syriac translation of 40:6 (as in both versions here), the ad¬
dressee is represented by the prepositional phrase jo.rd and the verb which appears at
the end of the other versions is then brought into relationship with it through transposi¬
tion Q=a_. tsorgro). But we also saw that the Qumran translator, instead of transposing,
supplied a suffixed preposition following the final verb (1pN:Tl) which in turn resulted in
a functionally similar construction: 'God answered Job from the wi[nd] and the cloud
and he said to him [rib noki]). Whereas in 40:6, these two translators identify an unde¬
sirable syntactical situation and adjust it by different means, here in 42:1, this same con¬
struction is again identified but results in both translators implementing a transposition.
Why the Qumran translator saw fit to accomplish the same end by different means in
40:6 and 42:11 remains to some extent inscrutable, but it seems clear from the above
775 E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 42; See M.L. Klein, 'The Preposition QDM ('before').
776 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 292 points out that Dip.. ."10K also appears in BA (Da.
5:17 and 6:14) as a formula for introducing speech. While in Job the only clearly defined hierarchical
relationship is that of deity to humanity, the fact that in Daniel 5:17 and 6:14 socially and hierarchically
inferior subjects speak Dip the king suggests that its use is not restricted to divine deference but to infe¬
rior-superior relationships more generally. See S.P. Brock, 'A Palestinian Targum Feature in Syriac',
271-272. For a discussion of the closely related expression Dip ]B see D. Shepherd 'MN QDM: Defer¬
ential Treatment in 1 lQarJob and the Aramaic of Daniel' VT forthcoming 2000.
777 See discussion above at 40:6.
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that this linguistic-stylistic constraint which Szpek found so firmly entrenched in the Pe-
shitta translation of the Hebrew Bible is also attested in the tradition of Aramaic transla-
778tion which produced the Qumran version.
Summary of Shared Transpositions
Given the paucity of examples of transposition furnished by the Rabbinic tar-
gum, it is no surprise that the Aramaic versions of Job display no instances of shared
word order deviation. Neither is it unexpected that the targum doesn't appear to share
any common divergences with either the Syriac or Qumran version. These latter two
versions, however, do present several instances where both translators have deviated
from the word order of the Hebrew within the same verse. Those examples drawn from
fragmentary portions of the Qumran text do not allow definitive conclusions, but the Sy¬
riac translator's clear willingness to diverge from the word order of the Hebrew suggests
the strong possibility that the Qumran translator has done likewise (22:4). In particular
both translators show a willingness to diverge from the word order of the Hebrew text
in order to harmonise the order of elements in a given stich with that of a neighbouring
parallel (31:15) and to create an idiomatically acceptable Aramaic word order when that
of the Hebrew is perceived as being in some way unusual or irregular (22:7, 36:7). In
still other cases, both the Qumran and Syriac translations display word orders which dif¬
fer from one another but seem also to reflect departures from the MT which are only
readily explicable as an attempt to create a more fluent and idiomatic Aramaic/Syriac
779word order.
Although in the cases mentioned above, both Syriac and Qumran texts show
signs of transposition, the precise manner of these dislocations may differ substantially.
That is, the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job seem to display the same discomfort (lin¬
guistic, stylistic, or otherwise) with the source text yet manage to achieve satisfactory
778
Again, see discussion above at 40:6.
779 42:11,30:13,32:12,29:10.
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fluency in their translations by diverging from the word order of the Hebrew in different
ways. On other occasions, however, both translations diverge from the Hebrew at the
same place and in the same manner. Whereas at Job 29:10, the Qumran and Syriac
translators both felt the need to diverge from the source text word order (S-Pp-V) in dif¬
ferent ways, at 41:13, this same Hebrew word order prompts both translators to diverge
in the same way by producing an S-V-Pp word order in Aramaic. Another identical de¬
viation from the Hebrew word order at 22:17 may or may not be related to the Qumran
and Syriac versions' common dependence on a variant text tradition, but at Job 42:1 it is
abundantly clear that the respective translators' divergence from the Hebrew word order
is a result of the common linguistic-stylistic constraints within which both Aramaic
translators worked.
While it is clear from our assessment of shared transpositions in the Aramaic
versions, that the Qumran and Syriac versions of Job provide numerous instances of
shared sensitivity to, and adjustment of, the Hebrew word order, it is equally obvious
that the targum translator is conspicuous in his absence from the discussion. Again, as
was the case with omission, it should not be inferred from the targumist's fidelity to the
Hebrew word order, that the translator did not sense the same irregularities within the
text. Rather, it seems to be the case that whatever irregularities were detected were al¬
most always dealt with by other means (36:7). With respect to the question of a pre¬
ferred word order amongst the Aramaic translations, it is perhaps worth noting that on
three different occasions (29:10, 22:7, 41:13) both the Qumran and Syriac translators
diverge from the source text word order when it displays the verb in the final position.
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Chapter 10
Transposition in the Aramaic Versions of Job
Having looked at some length first at the phenomenon of transposition in each of
the respective Aramaic versions of Job and then in terms of shared divergences from the
Hebrew word order, we now return to the question of how these versions relate to one
another in terms ofword order deviation.
To begin with, we saw that the fragmentary state of the Qumran translation com¬
plicated the discussion of transposition in this text in a manner which was not paralleled
in its largely intact counterparts in the Syriac and targum traditions. Nevertheless, the
presence of bona fide instances ofword order deviation made it likely if not certain that
several portions of text lost in the numerous lacunae of 11Q10 were dislocated by the
translator, rather than simply omitted.
The analysis of transposition in the Qumran Aramaic version suggested the pos¬
sibility that certain larger portions of displaced text were transposed not by the Aramaic
translator but by the antecedent activity of either a copyist or the transmitter of his He¬
brew Vorlage.m) Likewise, the possibility of the Qumran and Syriac versions' common
dependence on a variant textual tradition was suggested by their identical treatment of
22:17. While the potential role of underlying textual variation as an explanation ofword
order deviation should not be neglected, the example of the Qumran translator's transpo¬
sition at 31:15 should be a reminder that even minor word order deviations need not
necessarily be attributed to a variant Vorlage. In addition it might also be noted that the




ready extant in the Hebrew source text was relatively small in comparison with other
causes. In the case of the targum of Job, there was no evidence of the translator's devia¬
tion from the Hebrew text of the MT as a result of an alternative Vorlage.
The vast majority of transpositions found in the Aramaic versions of Job were
seen not to be related to existing deviations in the Vorlagen, but rather stemmed from
the respective translators' intervention. For instance, both the Qumran and Syriac ver¬
sions displayed a willingness to depart from the word order of their Hebrew source text
in order to fashion an intelligible and idiomatic Aramaic translation of a verse which
70 i
showed signs of logically prior modification at the hands of the translator.
A Hebrew source text which was perceived by the Aramaic translators as in
some ways difficult or irregular was also seen as a potential stimulus for transposition.
While the Qumran and Syriac versions displayed instances where they employed this
782
type of ameliorative transposition independently of one another, these two renderings
also presented examples where both translators seemed to be responding to the same ir-
783
regular Hebrew text by rearranging the elements of the Hebrew in their translations.
In addition, one of the two instances of transposition presented by some witnesses to the
targum of Job seemed most likely to be attributed to the translator's concern for avoid¬
ing potential ambiguity (41:26). In all cases, what seems to remain constant is the
translators' willingness to sacrifice the word order of the source text as a means of cre¬
ating a more fluent and intelligible reconstitution of the Hebrew text in Aramaic. As we
saw in connection with our discussion of omission, the simple fact that the Rabbinic tar¬
gum resorts less frequently to transposition when encountering difficult or ambiguous
texts should not be taken as an indicator that the targumist was necessarily less sensitive
to the difficulties or irregularities of the Hebrew, but rather that transposition was not
often the means by which he altered his source text.784
781
(11Q10) 36:28 (P-Job) 34:12, 38:29.
782
(1 1Q10) 24:25, 34:10 (P-Job) 37:12, 39:10.
783
22:7, 36:7.
784 The targumist's neglect of these types of adjustments is clearly illustrated by the comparative brevity of
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All three Aramaic versions provide evidence which suggests that the presence of
a text in the near or more remote vicinity, which is semantically similar but presents a
different word order, may lead to a divergence from the Hebrew word order. But this
point of agreement requires some clarification. While the Qumran translator seems
more likely to be influenced by the word order of more distant texts,785 the majority of
examples found in the Syriac translation suggest that for this translator, the pressure to
harmonise is most keenly felt at close range, that is within the verse itself, where the Sy¬
riac translator will modify the word order of one clause in light of the syntax displayed
in the other.786 Again while both of these versions display transpositions which are un¬
attested by the other Aramaic versions at the same location, the Syriac and Qumran
translations also appear to show a common susceptibility to harmonisation of word order
within the same verse.787 While the second of the two instances of transposition pro¬
vided by RtgJob is also to be attributed to a tendency to harmonise different word orders
when two clauses share other salient (in this case semantic) features, this tendency is
clearly less pronounced in this text than in the Syriac and Qumran versions. The harmo¬
nising ofword order between verses, or within a single verse, should probably be under¬
stood as a stylistic constraint which places a premium on uniformity and syntactic par¬
allelism.
The Qumran and Syriac versions also provide numerous instances where the re¬
spective translators have diverged from the sequence of the Hebrew because of a desire
to provide a word order which is more in line with the linguistic-stylistic constraints of
the Aramaic dialects in use. While the Qumran version provides several unique exam-
798
pies of divergence from the Hebrew word order for linguistic-stylistic reasons, the Sy¬
riac version shows an even greater number of these type of word order adjustments. Of
the modifications found in P-Job, some should likely be located toward the linguistic










end of the linguistic-stylistic continuum, while other modifications seem to have been
made by the translator only inconsistently (despite similarity of content and close
proximity) and should probably be considered as optional, stylistic preferences of the
Syriac translator.790 Such linguistic-stylistic constraints are particularly evident in the
701
Syriac translator's treatment of comparative constructions, as well as clauses involv¬
ing the expression A k-.nr/<kA.792
As well as providing instances of linguistic-stylistic transposition which are un¬
attested in the other Aramaic versions at the same location, the Qumran and Syriac ver¬
sions also diverge from the word order of the Hebrew at the same juncture.793 While
these shared divergences from the Hebrew suggest the translators' collective discomfort
with the word order of the source text, it is interesting to note that they do not necessar¬
ily choose to rearrange the elements in the same manner. For instance, we saw that at
Job 29:10, the Qumran and Syriac translators both felt the need to diverge from the
source text word order (S-Pp-V) but did so in different ways (11Q10: Pp-V-S / P-Job: S-
V-Pp). However, it is interesting to note that on other occasions, this same dissatisfac¬
tion with the Hebrew word order could lead the translators to both produce the same re¬
constituted Aramaic word order. This is illustrated by the Qumran and Syriac versions'
of Job 41:13, where the word order that was found in the Hebrew text of Job 29:10
prompted both translators to diverge in the same way by producing an S- V-Pp word or¬
der in their respective Aramaic renderings.794 The final piece of evidence which sug-
789
29:12,34:13,32:1,40:6.
790 32:15,16 ; 40:28.
791





794 While the clear relationship between the modifications at 29:10 and 41:13 makes their attribution to the
linguistic-stylistic preference of the Qumran and Syriac translators virtually assured, an interesting meth¬
odological point is raised by this example. Initially it would seem that instances where both Syriac and
Qumran translators produce the same word order in diverging from the word order of a given Hebrew text
would provide the clearest evidence of common linguistic-stylistic preference. However, without the lin¬
guistic-stylistic connection displayed between 29:10 and 41:13, as we have seen, the fact that two inde¬
pendent translations would present the same divergent word order might be explained by a shared Vor-
lage. Ironically, less equivocal evidence is actually provided by those instances where the two translators
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gests a degree of overlap in the linguistic-stylistic preferences of the Qumran and Syriac
translators is found in the respective versions of Job 42:1. As we saw, it is abundantly
clear that the respective translators' divergence from the Hebrew word order is a result
of the common linguistic-stylistic constraints within which both Aramaic translators
worked.
In light of the fact that the Qumran translation (understood by most to have
originated in the West795) displays some of the same linguistic-stylistic concerns as the
Syriac version of Job composed in an Eastern dialect of Aramaic, it is well worth con¬
sidering what light, if any, the present study sheds on T. Muraoka's suggestion that the
Qumran translator has worked in an idiom which shows signs of Eastern influence.796
While 11Q10 does indeed display some instances where the verb appears to be
positioned later in the Aramaic clause than in the Hebrew clause being translated, two
factors are perhaps worthy of note. Texts in the neighbouring vicinity of two of these
instances (30:16, 21:25) suggest that if verb post-positioning was a linguistic-stylistic
preference of the translator, it was a preference which was inconsistently attested.797
While inconsistent attestation of this tendency does not necessarily undermine Mu¬
raoka's suggestion (see below), it is interesting to note that two other examples of ver¬
bal post-positioning (20:5, 36:25) may be understood as harmonisations with other texts
7QO
rather than modifications arising from purely linguistic-stylistic influences. Further¬
more, it may be that the verbal element only appears to be post-positioned whereas in
display a common dissatisfaction with the word order, yet produce different viable Aramaic word orders
for these instances are clearly not attributable to an existing transposition in a common Vorlage.
795 See above Introduction 'Language'. Although E.M. Cook's typically lucid discussion ofQumran
Aramaic in terms ofMiddle Aramaic dialect continuums (E.M. Cook, 'Qumran Aramaic') raises some
interesting questions, it still seems to presuppose a Palestinian locus for Qumran Aramaic (8, n. 30).
796 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 440-1.
797 While 30:16 reveals a transposition, eleven verses later, at Job 30:27, the translators are confronted
with a very similar Hebrew text QpT 'days of affliction confront me'). In this latter text, the
Qumran translation shows no such modification. In the case of 21:25, while Muraoka is correct to point
out the (O)-V (vs. MT V-O) verb post-positioning, the existence of an apparently reverse modification (V-
S/O) vs. (MT S-V) in such close proximity (v.24) might seem to problematize suggestions of a pervasive
tendency toward a post-positioning of the verb in 11Q10.
798 See ad loc. in chapter 6.
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fact it is the ante-positioning of another element in the text which has led to the disloca¬
tion of the verb (21:25). On the other hand there are instances where the context seems
to offer no obvious explanation (34:13) for the post-positioning of the verb.799 While
Muraoka admits that the ante-positioning of the verb in the Qumran version of 42:10
presents a counter-example to his case, our analysis has suggested on the contrary, that
this transposition has occurred as a result of the translator's concern for grammatical
harmonisation and is no obstacle to Muraoka's suggestions that the translator favoured
verbal post-positioning under Eastern Aramaic influence.
While the above discussion nuances Muraoka's case for the Qumran translator's
tendency toward verbal post-positioning in 11Q10, it certainly throws up no major ob¬
stacles to it. However, our study of the relationship between the Qumran version and P-
Job, a version composed in an 'Eastern' dialect of Aramaic, would seem to problematise
Muraoka's position somewhat. We remember that Muraoka sees the preference for ver¬
bal post-positioning as a manifestation of 'sumero-akkadian' word order which Kutscher
had seen as having exerted influence through Official Aramaic and, by extension, East¬
ern Aramaic.800 Notwithstanding the fact that the Syriac in which P-Job was composed
is undoubtedly considerably later than the Eastern Aramaic dialects which Kutscher had
in mind,801 we might expect the Syriac version of Job to shed some light on Muraoka's
suggestion of Eastern influence in terms of word order. As it happens, however, while
P-Job presents considerably more instances of transpositions which should attributed to
linguistic-stylistic concerns than does 11Q10, not one of the Qumran version's transpo¬
sitions which Muraoka saw as betraying the influence of Eastern Aramaic finds a paral¬
lel in the Syriac version. When we turn from the unique transpositions to those which
799 One instance of transposition cited by T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 440 in 36:27 is
difficult to pin down to this verse for according to him, TT1D3S? (v.28) is to be understood as representing
YlKb from the end of verse 27. See chapter 6 however for our discussion of 36:28. If our analysis of
36:28 is correct, the transposition has resulted from the restructuring of the relative clause.
800 T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 440-1.
801 E.Y. Kutscher, 'Aramaic' in Current Trends in Linguistics, VI (Hague-Paris: 1970) 362. Kutscher is
taking up the question ofwhether, and on what grounds, Official Aramaic may be divided into Eastern and
Western types.
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were shared by the Qumran and Syriac versions, we see that it is in fact Muraoka's
counter-examples of verbal ante-positioning (i.e. the restoration of genuine Semitic word
order as opposed to that of Eastern Aramaic) in the Qumran translation which find a par¬
allel in the Syriac version (29:10, 41:13). It is important to note that whereas the pres¬
ent discussion has for its subject the phenomenon of transposition, a methodologically
rigorous exploration of word order in the Qumran version would of course not be re¬
stricted to transposition (i.e. the translator's rearrangement of elements which appear in
a given order in the source text) but would need to take into account the entire range of
802
word orders displayed in translational and non-translational passages. Until this task
has been undertaken, however, the lack of parallels between the Qumran and Syriac ver¬
sions in places where an Eastern influence has been posited would certainly deprive Mu¬
raoka's suggestion of some expected support. Furthermore, when this lack of positive
support is combined with the Syriac versions' parallels in Muraoka's counter-examples,
it would seem hazardous to assume that the Qumran translator's word order preference
reflects any discernible Eastern influence until such time as this can be established by a
broader study of the text.
Having provided a relatively detailed discussion of the Aramaic versions' use of
transposition, we now seem to be in a position to speak of what light the phenomenon of
word order deviation sheds on the question of the relationship between the Syriac, Qum¬
ran and targum versions of Job. When we look at the motivating factors which have led
to transposition in the Aramaic versions, we see that the targum translator has only devi¬
ated from the word order of the Hebrew text for the purposes of harmonisation on the
one hand, and in order to clarify what seems to have been perceived as an ambiguous
text on the other. The Qumran and Syriac translators may both employ transposition for
these same reasons and in fact show far more evidence of this tendency (see quantitative
discussion below). It is at this point, however, that the Qumran and Syriac translations
part company with the targum, for both of the former translations display a willingness
802 While the addition of irrbm before *]D1K vb in the Qumran version of 40:5 (MT: rpIN vb is in the
final position) is not a case of transposition, it is still relevant for a discussion of the translator's word or-
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to depart from the word order of the Hebrew in order to create an intelligible translation
in the light of previous modifications. While this concern for linguistic-stylistic intelli¬
gibility leads to a wide range of transpositions in the Qumran and Syriac versions, the
targum translator apparently feels that divergence from the word order of the Hebrew is
unwarranted. This translator's lack of deviation from the Hebrew suggests that either he
deemed divergence to be linguistically and stylistically unnecessary or alternatively, that
these deviations would indeed have been natural in his idiom of Aramaic, but were con¬
strained by a translation philosophy which bound him to the order of the Hebrew text he
was translating.
The clear example of the Qumran and Syriac translators shared willingness to
diverge from the Hebrew word order in an attempt to provide what they perceived to be
more idiomatic Aramaic (42:1) raises a further question. Given that both these transla¬
tors display the same concern in their treatment of Job 40:6, why does the Qumran
translator not agree with his Syriac counterpart in employing transposition there as well,
ROT
instead of accomplishing the same end through an addition to the text? It is at this
point that the true nature of stylistic preference becomes clear. Because idiomatic Ara¬
maic permits a range of word orders, it should not be surprising if on one occasion, a
translator follows the Hebrew word order, while on another, he chooses to rearrange
these elements in translation. Recognition of this irreducible resistance to the scholar's
systematic analysis informs Avinery's work on the Syriac version and it is worth reiter¬
ating here:
der preferences. See T. Muraoka, 'The Aramaic of the Old Targum', 440.
803 While the presence of MT: H1VD |D (11Q10: [KIljTI )0 [supralineal]) in 40:6 differentiates this for¬
mulaic sentence from the one in 42:1, the translator of P-Job clearly did not see the inclusion of an
equivalent for this prepositional phrase (rA A as in any precluding his deviation of the word order.
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Dans la syntaxe de la langue syriaque on trouve plusieurs notions syntaxiques qui peu-
vent etre exprimees de deux ou meme de trois faqons. Cet 'embarras du choix' n'est pas
toujours regie par des conditions deftnies, surtout dans les cas ou deux structures syn¬
taxiques differentes se trouvent l'une a cote de l'autre. Ce phenomene ne peut pas etre
expliquee sinon par la notion... de 'variation' ou bien 'variation de voisinage'.804
The admitted inscrutability of the Syriac and Qumran translators' decision to deviate
from the Hebrew word order in certain passages, but not in others, should not, however,
be allowed to obscure the fact that whereas the targum translator does not employ trans¬
position for linguistic-stylistic purposes, his counterparts in the Qumran and Syriac
translation traditions display a clear willingness to diverge from the Hebrew word order
as and when linguistic and stylistic constraints dictate.
In terms of quantitative assessment, the broad outlines of the relationship be¬
tween the versions will by this point be clear. When the number of unique and shared
instances of transposition found in the Qumran and Syriac versions are combined, the
805
former version shows more than thirty cases while P-Job boasts more than forty.
When we remember that the targum translation shows only two instances of transposi¬
tion, neither ofwhich are shared with the other two versions, it is not difficult to see the
emergence of a clear distinction between the three versions in terms of their employment
of transposition. Again, as was the case in our exploration of omission in the Aramaic
version of Job, we are left with the impression that in both qualitative and quantitative
terms, the Syriac and Qumran versions display a considerable affinity to one another in
terms of their divergence from the word order of the Hebrew text of Job. In the case of
the targum translation, however, such divergence is so rarely found that transposition
can hardly be understood as a tool employed by the translator in his rendering of the He¬
brew text.806
804 1. Avinery, 'Problemes de Variation', 105.
805 See Part Two above. In the case of the Qumran translation, this figure includes some instances of
transposition in fragmentary contexts. P-Job: 35; 11Q10: 21; 11Q10 and P-Job: 11.
806 A particularly clear illustration of this point is provided by 34:13 where both 11Q10 and RtgJob supply
ids in order to 'clarify' the Hebrew. While the Qumran Aramaic translator appears to re-arrange the
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Part Three
The Treatment of the \NawConjunction
order of elements in the process of incorporating "131? into his rendering, the Targum translator carefully




The Waw Conjunction in the Aramaic Versions of Job
Previous research on the present topic—the Aramaic translators' treatment of
Hebrew waw—has been for the most part limited to independent treatments of the
807
respective Aramaic versions. If noted at all in commentaries or studies of these
versions, the omission, addition or substitution of the waw is primarily cited on a case by
QAQ
case basis often without explanation or further discussion. E. Tuinstra was the first to
look at the phenomenon in the Qumran targum, providing select examples of the
translator's addition, omission and substitution of waw in an early dissertation on the
text.809 It is, however, obvious that it was never Tuinstra's goal to provide a
comprehensive and systematic account of the translator's treatment of the waw but rather
to provide several representative examples for each category.
Heidi Szpek in her work on the Peshitta of Job introduced a degree of
sophistication and systematisation into her analysis of the Syriac translator's treatment of
807 A preliminary study of this same subject on a more restricted textual sample (Columns I-IX; XX-
XXXVIII) is to be found in D. Shepherd 'Will the Real Targum Please Stand Up? Translation and Co¬
ordination in the Aramaic versions of Job' JJS 51 [1] (2000) 88-116. While the analysis of the complete
sample included here has provided several additional examples and affords a greater nuancing of the rela¬
tionships between the respective Aramaic versions, the basic findings of the preliminary study remain sub¬
stantially unaffected.
808
E.g. G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 279, 300; S.A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from
Qumran', 318.
809 E.W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 49 includes, in a list of various divergences from MT, a
number of instances where 11Q10 adds (29:24, 29:25, 30:13, 32:16, 34:15, 36:15, 36:25, 39:8, 39:26,
41:16)and omits (19:15, 21:25, 24:12, 25:1, 26:14, 27:12, 27:16, 27:18, 29:10, 29:11, 34:29, 36:7) the
waw. He also includes examples of the translator's substitution of his own Aramaic expression in place of
the Hebrew waw (21:4, 25:3, 32:2, 36:26) as well as locations where he has apparently replaced an MT
expression with a waw. (21:7, 27:11, 36:30). S.A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from Qumran', 318 also
provides a small list of additions (11,4; IV,3,4; V,5; VIII, 2; X,5; XI, 2; XIV, 2) and omissions (e.g. XIV,
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the waw. While Szpek too made use of the same general categories of addition,
omission, and substitution she went beyond Tuinstra to consider the motivation for the
R10 • •
various modifications —that is, in a given case, why does the Syriac translator of P-
Job diverge from the Masoretic text in his use of the waw? Szpek's study does indeed
inform the discussion which follows, but the inclusion of two additional Aramaic
versions means that although the categories of omission/minus, addition/plus, and
substitution provide the structure for our study, the conclusions arrived at below will not
only deepen our understanding of the Syriac translation's treatment of waw, but also
place it within the context of the other Aramaic versions.811 On the other hand, because
the sample is limited to material which is paralleled in the Qumran translation, the
present study is of course not able to take account of the entire range of data analysed by
Szpek.
As an exhaustive study of even the present topic would require a far more
extensive treatment than may be justified here, the discussion will be orientated by the
following two questions:
1. How do the translators responsible for the Aramaic translations of the Hebrew book
of Job treat and represent the waw conjunction in their respective renderings?
2. How do the various Aramaic versions relate to each other in terms of their treatment
of this conjunction?
In attempting to come to grips with these two questions, the discussion, as in the
previous chapters will be based on a series of examples drawn from the texts themselves.
Both the comparatively large number of relevant passages and the fundamental
similarities displayed by many of these instances make a full citation of each case both
unnecessary and unjustified. Nevertheless, in order to avoid the distortions that may
occur when select examples are drawn from a larger body of material these examples
9; XXIV, 9; XXVII, 9; XXIX, 5).
810 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 117.
811
Categories: Omission: Error, Redundancy; Addition: larger addition, implicit to explicit exegesis, intra
and parallel verse influence but primarily language difference). H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Tar-
gum', 144 includes 11Q10 in her study of the possible influences of the targumic tradition on P-Job, but
does not appear to have extended her comparison of the treatment of the waw to the Qumran text (n. 20).
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will be supplemented with some graphical representations of the data under
consideration. Again, as in earlier sections, although the discussion proper will be
limited to the ancient Aramaic versions, parallel examples may be drawn from English
versions where relevant in order to illustrate a particular issue or phenomenon.
It is neither possible nor necessary here to rehearse the multitude of functions
assigned by modem grammarians to the Hebrew conjunction waw. In addition to the
well known (but only partially understood) role that waw plays in the Biblical Hebrew
verbal system,812 waw serves a wide variety of both co-ordinative and non-co-ordinative
on
syntactic functions. In the examples below consideration will be given to the
particular function of waw in both the Hebrew text and its Aramaic renderings.
However, an exhaustive analysis of co-ordination in either the Hebrew book of Job or its
Aramaic versions is not intended. Rather, the following discussion will again focus on
the representation of the waw in the Aramaic translations as an index of the respective
translators' attitude toward the Hebrew text.
A. Modifications unique to the respective Aramaic Versions
While we will eventually turn to the question of possible parallels in the Aramaic
versions' treatment of the conjunction, it seems wise to deal first with the cases in which
one of the three shows a divergence from the Hebrew text which is not attested in the
other two at the same location.
812 See for instance B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 29.0 for a balanced evaluation of com¬
peting (and to some extent mutually enriching) theories of the Biblical Hebrew verbal system. Despite
some evidence of the vtmv-contrastive in Old Aramaic (V. Sasson, 'Some observations', 111-127) the pre¬
sent study finds no such evidence in the dialects of Aramaic utilised by the three translators of Job.
813 R. J. Williams, Hebrew Syntax: An Outline (Toronto: 1967) 72-73 gives examples of co-ordinative,
disjunctive, adversative, alternative, explicative, pleonastic, accompaniment, comparative, emphatic, sar¬
castic, resumptive, adjunctive and distributive functions. B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, §
39.2 provide examples of disjunctive, conjunctive and epexegetical waw under the broad classification of
co-ordination by waw. Finally J.C.L Gibson, 'Co-ordination by Vav in Biblical Hebrew' in Davies, Har¬
vey, Watson (eds.) Words Remembered, Texts Renewed (1994) 272-279 follows F.I. Anderson, The Sen¬
tence in Biblical Hebrew (The Hague: Mouton, 1974) 66-69 in listing the co-ordinative functions ofwaw




The Aramaic translation found at Qumran lacks an equivalent for Hebrew waw
both when it appears in the middle of a Hebrew verse and when it is found at the
beginning of a verse. The following example drawn from Job 29:10 is an illustration of a
medial minus:
sniOT nsnV niw^ warn nnnrVii? 29:10'ti" t /t • : t : at : v /• • : '
[... (|in)^ pjhi -pr6( ynocDn pso bp [...] hqio
:npmx pnT-no1? pri^o) pima bp Rtgjob
..oro-su >yi y\ n-i.l ^om l t\(o) rr^i^.Xv.t r<\n P-Job
The voice of leaders hath been hidden, And their tongue to the palate hath cleaved. YLT
the voice of the nobles was hushed, and their tongue cleaved to the roof of their mouth. RSV
We have already discussed the Aramaic versions' employment of transposition in this
verse, but here our attention is focused on the Qumran translator's treatment of the waw
conjunction. It is clear that, whereas the targum and Syriac translations have followed
the Hebrew in linking the parallel stichs of Job 29:10 with the conjunction, the Qumran
translator appears to have left the two clauses in apposition rather than providing the
waw as an explicit grammatical marker of their relationship. The lack of a conjunction
here does not materially alter the meaning of the Aramaic translation and its omission
here seems most likely to have resulted from the translator's perception that it was sty-
R1 A
listically unnecessary. A second example is provided by the Qumran version's ren¬
dering of 27:12,
814 Other medial minuses occur at 26:14b (between clauses) and 29:8 (between verbal forms). Medial
minuses occur at 19:15 and 21:5 but in both cases the fragmentary state of the text complicates the deter¬
mination of the cause of their absence.
300
Van m-n&Vi □nnn ddVs anx-rn 27:12
it : v vJv v t t : av • ■: Jv : ••. Jv — ' ••
nnb() prrm prfrp ...] hqio
:|-tann *6n:n p xe^o) prron/iirrnnK pbin pnx xn Rtgjob
.<^_, rt"n. top ^niui^ -riof^r) rdiiaA(o) .^cuk^ uj .ct^N-s ^oAvjr€m P-Job
Lo, ye — all of you — have seen, And why {is} this — ye are altogether vain? YLT
Behold, all of you have seen it yourselves; why then have you become altogether vain? RSV
Notwithstanding minor variations, the Aramaic versions' employ a form of the inter¬
rogative (n/Xftb/rriu?A) which is cognate to that which appears in the Hebrew text they
are rendering (HD1?). It is quite clear, however, that while the targum and Syriac versions
preserve a representation of the Hebrew waw, the Qumran translation shows no equiva¬
lent at this location. While the inclusion of the conjunction before an interrogative ap¬
pears elsewhere in the Hebrew of Job (e.g. Job 17:15), the Qumran translator has appar¬
ently perceived it here as being superfluous and to some extent incompatible with idio-
o 1 c
matic Aramaic style. A partial parallel is provided by English versions in which we
see that a more literal rendering (YLT) will preserve a conjunction in a location corre¬
sponding to the Hebrew, while a more idiomatic translation (RSV) diverges from the
source text to a minor, yet perceptible extent.
Unique initial waw minuses occur in 11Q10 only at the beginning of a particular
type of verse, illustrated here by 23; 1:
815 The Qumran translator also shows a willingness to pass over the Hebrew waw in his translation when it
occurs medially before the comparative particle. E.g. 27:16 (MT: "IbflDI ID3 11Q10:
K30'' XTQDQ K'f)T[ ...] )and 27:18 (MT: 173031 Vn'3 11Q10: XmBp3() ][ ]). Interestingly, in
1 lQlO's translation of 24:24 the waw has apparently not been omitted but instead replaced with a marker
of alternation (IX) before the comparative particle. (See below Ale [11Q10 substitution] below).
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npN-si m'% )2Pl 23: i
[ipm nra ) vacat 11Q10
:"ioki nva nnKO) Rtgiob
.tSOr^Cl _=jCU. rJ" r^i v (n) P-Job
And Job answereth and saith: -- YLT
Then Job answered: RSV
While a vacat in the text clearly indicates that the Qumran translator has understood that
a new section in the text is beginning, the translation lacks the initial waw present in the
MT and the other Aramaic versions.816 Similarly at 25:1, 40:6 and 42:1, where the
translator of 11Q10 has encountered this same introductory phrase, the conjunction is
also lacking. Bruce Zuckerman has noted that the lack of conjunction in this type of in¬
troductory sequence in 11Q10 (""lftXI... X3S7) is paralleled by the introductory expres¬
sions in the Imperial Aramaic of Daniel and Ahiqar where the conjunction is similarly
lacking.817 As may be seen from the treatment of IpK-'l in this same verse, none of the
Aramaic translators require waw in order to preserve the Hebrew narrative tense.818 That
waw is nevertheless lacking not only here but in identical contexts in three other loca¬
tions suggests that the translator has omitted it, having perceived it as superfluous to an
idiomatic Aramaic rendering of the verse.
Al.b) Plus/Addition
There are also instances where the translation from Qumran diverges from the
MT in providing a waw where the conjunction is neither attested in the Hebrew nor in
8I<> E. Kutsch, 'Die Textgliederung im hebraischen Ijobbuch sowie in 4QtgJob und in 1 lQtgJob' Biblische
Zeitschrift 27 [2] (1983) 221-28.
817 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process ofTranslation, 292 nn. 51,52. See for example, Daniel 2:5, 8, 15, 20, 26,
27, 47 etc and Ahiqar 110,118 etc.
818 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 236 notes that 11Q10 translates the Hebrew waw + im¬
perfect with this form.
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the other Aramaic versions. One instance of such an addition may be seen in the Qum-
ran version of Job 42:6,
:D "IDKT iDirVi? ( ) Tiform 7S_t7i7 42mvi" t /t t - v ' • : a- • : _i— : \ —
□ttpi xxxvii, 9 Mar1? (iynjo) k*n*onki -pana p by hqio
( ) normal nrns? rroKD xarrn b)w Rtgiob
:□ topi -)2i? pam "an by
rr'Vi N^n A\Cl °i \ A \ ( )-n..iA\r*'« JICK^YK' rr'lrn P-Job
therefore I despise myself, and repent ( ) in dust and ashes. RSV
While DTO occurs numerous times (7:13, 16:2, 21:34, 29:25, 42:11) in Job, it is only here
that it has the meaning 'to repent' whereas in other contexts it denotes 'to comfort or be
comforted'.819 Whether intentionally or unintentionally, RtgJob takes the form here as
referring to 'comforting' and produces the corresponding Aramaic translation
(JTQiTSnX).820 In the face of the ambiguous Hebrew, the translator of P-Job makes sense
of the source text by interpreting the Hebrew root in the light of a Syriac homograph pjaj
(—in Syriac this verb refers to being awakened, raised or resuscitated (even,
resurrected).821 The Qumran translator deals with the challenge posed by the Hebrew by
819
BDB, 636-7.
820 As noted by C. Mangan, The Targiim ofJob, 91. A contributing factor may be that only 5 verses later
(42:11) this same verb appears in conjunction with the same preposition bV 'concerning' (the only other
example in Job) with reference to Job's consolation regarding all the 'evil' which he had suffered. The
transformation of the Hebrew active 'I repent' to a passive in RtgJob facilitates the new interpretation of the
translator.
821 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 286 simply classes this modification as an error (due to linguistic
interference) but this adjustment does not strike one as any more erroneous than those effected by the
other translators. G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, 360 is convinced that the use of this root is a
reference to Job's resurrection, and on the basis of a less equivocal example at 30:23:
(n>:vaciA^.i r<r.T-^a .-A rdir? ) 'Now I know that Thou wilt bring me
back from death, to the meeting place of all the living' M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old
Testament, 223. also sees jua as here signifying resurrection (rather than Job's being 'raised' upon the
dust and ashes).
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understanding the form as being derived from DOH 'to be heated'.822 The resulting Aramaic
rendering X*n*ftnN appears to be derived from Aramaic Ulft 'to dissolve/boil.'823
However, instead of having Job dissolved 'upon ashes and dust' ("12X1 *TDV~'7i7), the
Qumran translator attempts to convey that Job's dissolution and boiling will transform him
000 et
into DtDpl "IDS?. In order to facilitate this interpretation the translator supplies the Is c. sg.
verb XinXI 'and I will become...' which is then integrated into the translation through the
provision of a waw conjunction. Here, and on a few other occasions, we find the
Qumran translator supplying waw in his Aramaic translation without being prompted by
the Hebrew text.825 In these cases the motivation for addition is to be located in the
translator's desire to integrate supplementary material into his translation.
A related but somewhat distinct motivation for the addition of waw may be seen
below in 32:15, where the Qumran translator supplies the conjunction in order to link two
o?r:
propositions which are merely juxtaposed in the Hebrew,
jQ'Va Drift 3rin 32:15
[...] |mv rncMO) rtfnm iiqio
prrao ipbnoac) mn irrna ran# Rtgjob
anAuto ^acn i-?3 anxar^( ) qCdoi^i \ .noA\a anAuc P-Job
They are dismayed and have no more to say; () words have failed them. NIV
They have broken down, They have not answered again, () They removed from themselves
words. YLT
822 This derivation is facilitated by the context (following "IDiO "lDlTbl? 'concerning/upon ashes and dust)
which fits well with the concept of heating or burning.
823 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 167.
824 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 167 notes that this verb when used with lamedh denotes 'to become'
rather than merely 'to be'.
825 See for instance the Qumran translator's rendering of 30:15, 33:25 and 39:21 where waw has been sup¬
plied as part of a translation which diverges from the MT considerably. At 39:23 the waw is added by the
translator due to an error in recognition or interpretation of two Hebrew terms in construct.
826 Such medial pluses occur at 30:2, 32:15, 35:10, 39:3 and 39:4 (where the addition is partially due to
intra-verse influence). Such asyndetic co-ordination is not uncommon in Hebrew poetry (See J.C.L Gib¬
son, 'Co-ordination by Vav in Biblical Hebrew', 278).
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In verse 15 of Job, chapter 32 where Elihu upbraids Job's 'friends' the MT does
not include any linking conjunctions ('They are shattered, they've stopped answering,
they are lost for words'[lit. words are removed from them]) preferring rather to link the
clauses asyndetically. Although the Qumran translation of 32:15 is not preserved in its
entirety827 sufficient material remains to see that 11Q10 includes a waw conjunction
which serves to explicitly mark the co-ordination between the Aramaic rendering of
these clauses 'and they were silent...and I withheld from them [words?]' While the
syntax of the Hebrew seems unambiguous and neither RtgJob nor P-Job show the addi¬
tion of the conjunction, the Aramaic translator appears to have provided the conjunction
as a means ofmaking the relationship between the clauses utterly clear.828
On other occasions the Qumran translation has a waw plus at the beginning of a
verse where it is lacking both in the MT and in the other Aramaic versions of Job. The
following instances, drawn from Job 39:6, 7 and 8 illustrate this type ofmodification:829
:nnto vrtottftrt vn*a mu? 39:6
t i" : it : : • 1 a •• jt t : _i— v
nrrbft nrwi nrrn ntfm rro n iiqio
SDK TTODtfOl nTPD THE? H RtgJob
m . -t v^n r/iAvi r^i^\r£=aC» ,mh\ . -i rrQh \ n°i t— v f P-Job
827
Although it is by no means certain (because the end of the preceding line [XXI,6] is not preserved)
most commentators have assumed that 11Q10 Tttfnm 'they were silent' corresponds to Heb. Tlf7
'they did not answer again'. (See for example, Editioprinceps, 53; M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 208;
R Jnngeling , Fen Aramees hoekJob, 88). If so, this is an example of 11Q10 opting for an interpretative
translation much like P-Job utilises in 32:11 (interpreting 'fiVfrin 'I waited' as meaning Aakjr 'I was si¬
lent'). Whatever the correspondence in the first stich, the addition of the conjunction medially seems in¬
disputable.
828 While neither of the English versions cited provide the waw between the latter two clauses as does the
Qumran text, the NIV translators have chosen to supply a conjunction between the first two clauses.
820 Medial waw pluses such as those which appear in these verses will be dealt with below.
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wtoy'l ky rnw'i-i nnp 7V&D1? j?nfcp() 39:7
pottp | *6 wbw rnri wnp *)pn kohq ^s? "[ano) hqio
:s?B2r *6 n*rn ancmna annp c^ri1? -]m\) Rtgjob
r«^i N^.Xy-t r<\j3 ySn Aii.T riXa .r^TCLO.T K'K^CUB \ v im»\| ) P-Job
wI'-it pi'T-^ nriKi 1H271D ann mrp() 39:81 : • * j t t \ : a** : • j* t j : v /
ppT piT nm[i rr]inb [jjmcD nb "inn\i) hqio
t^nvsnrr apiT ^n nnm rrsnra xmco Wax) Rtgjob
.Jtrrf.l XliCV. A^ A_s.Cl r^r^C\mn( ) P-Job
Szpek, in her analysis of P-Job's treatment of the waw, has suggested that when a waw
plus occurs in the Peshitta of Job at the beginning of a verse, it serves either to initiate a
new unit of meaning (e.g. P-Job 1:16) or to continue a semantic unit begun in the pre¬
ceding verse.(e.g. P-Job 1:17, 18).830 All of the unique waw pluses in 11Q10 appear to
oil
belong to the latter category illustrated above. In Job 39:5-8, the so-called Voice from
the Whirlwind poses a series of rhetorical questions which are used to emphatically
press home the point that it is God, and not man, that ultimately rules and provides for
the animal kingdom:
(39:5 Who has let the wild ass go free? Who has loosed the bonds of the swift ass,)
39:6 to whom I have given the steppe for his home, and the salt land for his dwelling place?
39:7 He scorns the tumult of the city; he hears not the shouts of the driver.
39:8 He ranges the mountains as his pasture, and he searches after every green thing.
830 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 127-128.
831 Initial pluses include 39:7, 8, 25; 40:30 and 41:16. A waw also appears in 11Q10 as an initial plus at
32:16 but the text's fragmentary state of preservation precludes an unequivocal decision regarding its
function.
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The Qumran text shows initial conjunctions in verse 7(K0!"!ft bl? "]Kn(1) 'and he laughs
at the tumult...') and verse 8 (rrjsnb []]m£D Tib innx^)832 'and he chooses moun¬
tains for himself as {his} past[ure]). While neither the MT nor the other Aramaic ver¬
sions possess the conjunctions at these points, these pluses in 11Q10 apparently serve to
provide the Aramaic reader of the translation with explicit markers of co-ordination in
this passage.
Al.c) Substitution
While the Qumran Aramaic translation of Job shows several unique waw pluses and mi¬
nuses, substitutions found only in this text are comparatively rare. In the example from
32:2a below, 1 IQIO's use of ]"HK 'then' in place of the Hebrew conjunction serves not
to link what follows with the preceding material but, on the contrary to emphasise the
beginning of a new section (marked niTinD in the Masoretic text).
an nhsufaD ^rian Vwia-p wrr^K hk im 32:2/t -y- : • • • - : > v -J • v: ' - -<•-
[... Jaon snt | [...jrn (p~iK) (vacat preceding line) 11Q10
□mna ncaa p nann bxDin -a Kimbfcn mil ^pno) Rtgjob
.CU331.1 ^ r£^CL=i •STj T=3 nrn. \ P-Job
and burn doth the anger of Elihu son of Barachel the Buzite, of the family of Ram; against Job
hath his anger burned, because of his justifying himself more than God; YLT
Then Eli'hu the son of Bar'achel the Buzite, of the family of Ram, became angry. He was angry
at Job because he justified himself rather than God; RSV
8,2 Both 1 IQIO's translation ofMT hiri' 'to seek out (select), spy out, explore'as "HT3"1 'he selects',
and its addition of a suffixed preposition rh 'for himself suggest that the translator has incorrectly under¬
stood this occurrence of the Hebrew verb in the light of its usage in passages such as Nu 10:33, Dt 1:33
and Ezek. 20:6 where this Hebrew lexeme takes the lamedh as preposition with the meaning
'choose/select'. F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 157 are thus not entirely correct in suggesting that
RtgJob ('He explores the mountains...') and 11Q10 share a common interpretation. See KB3 Tin 1. 573-
4).
833
Although the Aramaic translator of 11Q10 has similarly added a waw at the beginning of his translation
of 39:25, F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 159 have neglected to render it in their English translation.
If not accidental, this omission of the Aramaic waw in English translation is a testimony to the pressure
which may be exerted by English stylistic preferences even in a scholarly translation of an ancient text.
307
While this text division is marked in P-Job by at the end of the preceding verse
(32:1), the Syriac translation itself has not been altered in the light of this textual divi¬
sion as appears to be the case in 11Q10. Of the Aramaic translations it is only 11Q10
which has chosen to explicitly mark the beginning of this new section with an alternative
lexeme in his translation.834 The other unique substitution occurring at the beginning of
a verse is found at 36:28 where the Qumran translator provides a waw where the Hebrew
text begins with the relative pronoun (hty'K).835
A2. P-Job
A2. a) Minus/Omission
Like the Qumran Aramaic translation, P-Job shows unique waw minuses both at
the beginning of a verse and at various points medially. At 17:15, near the beginning of
the synoptic Aramaic Job material, we see that P-Job shows a waw minus at the begin¬
ning of the verse where the other Aramaic versions follow the MT in providing the con¬
junction:
834
Although the waw here does not function as a 'true' disjunctive in the Hebrew [1 + non-verb; See T.
Lambdin, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew (Macmillan: 1971) 162], it is apparently perceived as such by
the Aramaic translator as its consecutive-contrastive function is no longer operative. The Aramaic adverb
now serves the function of the disjunctive, that is, it refers to new participants or announce a shift of scen¬
ery [for Hebrew see B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, § 39.2.3]. It is of course here at the beginning of Job,
chapter 32 that the much debated Elihu speeches begin.
835 The translator of 11Q10 opts to substitute the waw conjunction for the Hebrew relative pronoun
thereby transforming the Hebrew subordinate construction ('he distils his mist in rain, which the skies
poor down' into a co-ordinate one ('...he forms the blasts of rain. And his clouds send down...'). While
this same modification is attested elsewhere in P-Job (e.g. 22:10) 1 IQIO's proximate translation of the
relative pronoun in the initial position elsewhere (22:16, 34:27, 37:17, 39:6) suggests that the motivation
for this adjustment here is probably the stylistic preference of the translator rather than linguistic necessity.
11Q10 uniquely substitutes Aramaic IX 'or' for the Hebrew waw at 25:3 and 24:24 (fragmentary) and T1X
for the same at 28:23 (also fragmentary).
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\n*ji?n VSK rpNi 17:15
[ jk 1SK KO(1) 11Q10
nano |«i/]«n(i) Rtgj0b
>-t —irn A . "\T> Ci^. r<?( ) P-Job
And where {is} now my hope?... YLT
() 'Where then is my hope?...' RSV
P-Job, along with most modern English versions, does not include the conjunc¬
tion following 17:13-14 ('If I look for Sheol as my house, if I spread my couch in dark¬
ness; if I say to the pit, 'You are my father,' and to the worm, 'My mother, or My sister,'
Where [Heb. rPK(l)] then is my hope...'). As was the case with the Qumran translation
at 27:12 (see above) it appears to be the case that the Syriac translator has perceived the
waw which appears before the interrogative (in this case, !"PX) to be stylistically surplus
to requirements and not worthy of representation in his target text. Furthermore, it may
be that the Syriac translator has seen the Hebrew adverb YDK (rendered by all three ver¬
sions) as marking the apodosis 'If... where then is my hope?' despite the fact that it
may here be functioning merely disjunctively. This, then would be an additional moti¬
vation for omitting the conjunction.836 As we saw in the case of Job 27:12, the English
translation tradition also provides an illustration of more (YLT) and less (RSV) proxi¬
mate formal renderings which find a parallel in the variation attested to by the Aramaic
traditions.
Unlike 11Q10, however, which primarily shows its unique minuses initially, the
Syriac translation of Job provides the majority of its unique minuses medially. An ex¬
ample from 38:3, also cited by Szpek, provides an illustration of this phenomenon:
836 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 118-19 offers the following as the first of 5 constraints on P-Job's
perception of the redundancy ofwaw. 'the waw conjunctive is unnecessary in conjoining the apodosis to
the protasis in a conditional proposition.'
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:whm 1230 KriTK 38:3
• : ' : t : v : ' av t-: vJv : -it tv:
□nns ^TinonsVapPKi -psjbn -q*°:i*d an -iok hqio
:^s?mnno) "pjnK(i) -pmn *nm -pn )ra/)SD nr Rtgjob
i' - v tnn<*( ) c/y^r£lr^( ) .cry^^jj r^Teil^ cry.K" r<J "TCLCDr<f P-Job
Gird, I pray thee, as a man, thy loins, And I ask thee, and cause thou Me to know. YLT
Gird up your loins like a man,() I will question you, and you shall declare to me. RSV
Here the Hebrew composer of the divine speeches uses waw to conjoin three clauses
('Gird up', 'so that I may question you' 'Make known to me').837 While the conjunc¬
tions are preserved in RtgJob and 11Q10, the Syriac version omits these in its rendering
of the Hebrew.838 Confirmation that the Syriac translator has a preference for leaving
simple verbal clauses such as these without an explicit Syriac conjunction is provided by
40:7, 11 and 42:4. Where the waw is used conjunctively in these locations, it is also
omitted by P-Job.839 The literal YLT version preserves both conjunctions while the
RSV rendering provides a partial parallel to the adjustment found in the Syriac text.
A2. b) Plus/Addition
As is the case with 11Q10, P-Job shows unique waw pluses both initially and
medially. The addition of an initial conjunction reflects the translator's perception that a
given verse is related to that which precedes it and its provision serves to make explicit
this linkage:
837 The syntactic sequence in the Hebrew appears to be: Volitional form (Imperative) + [1 + prefix conjuga¬
tion] + Volitional form (Imperative). B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 39.2.2a ; 2.5 define
the function of the conjunctive waw as joining '...two clauses which describe interrelated or overlapping
situations not otherwise logically related.
838 Other English versions such as ASV, NIV, and NRSV also retain only the latter waw in translation.
839H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 119 n.29 provides a list of such omissions across the entire text of
P-Job. At 36:7, P-Job omits the waw due to difficulties in its rendering of the verse as a whole, while at
40:5, the omission seems to result from the translator's perception of the waw as functionally superfluous.
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IT W'X /,'TVT3 l^lT. VS»( ) 41:11
pa-p n^x ppsn | f-psb hed po hqio
ipnrrra nn pan j-obrr xmsn rnraoo Rtgjob
i-i- -«y cryr^a .r^lcui r^bin^ cry r<" r^ir/^viX cnirjCLa ^ y-n°>' (") P-Job
y. Y,cnAi^-^ r^icu
( )Out of his mouth go flaming torches; sparks of fire leap forth. RSV
In Chapter 41 of Job, the composer of the divine speeches paints a vivid and memorable
portrayal of the great sea creature Leviathan. After focusing on the beast's fierceness,
the poet depicts its formidable armament, (v. 10) 'His sneezings flash forth light, and his
eyes are like the eyelids of the dawn, (v.l 1) Out of his mouth go flaming torches; sparks
of fire leap forth.' As we have seen above in the Qumran translator's rendering of 39:6-
8, here P-Job's translation reflects an attempt to provide an explicit marker of co¬
ordination between verses in order to delineate the unit ofmeaning as he has perceived it
and to make this unit clear to the reader of the Syriac translation. The addition of this
conjunction at the beginning of verse 11 cn^o-a ^ v.n°n(o) 'and from his
mouth, lamps come forth...'] reflects and, when added in the Syriac version, emphasises
the semantic connections between verse 11 and the preceding verse.840
Even more common than initial pluses are the unique medial pluses found in the
Syriac version of Job:841
840 Other unique initial pluses in P-Job occur at 23:4, 25:3, 33:7, 35:14, 36:29, 39:4, 40:11, 41:10. See
H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 126 n.43 for other initial pluses.
841 See for instance P-Job at 23:6, 26:23, 29:7, 31:40, 33:15, 35:9, 36:29, 37:16, 38:8, 23, 39:23, 40:23,
41:9, 15. See also Szpek's list for the total picture in P-Job. I am unable to agree however with Szpek's
analysis of 24:15: although the Hebrew infinitival construction TQXb 'saying' does not appear often in
the predominantly poetic book of Job, it is treated in 24:15 in the same fashion as it is in other
parts of the Peshitta (i.e., provision of a conjunction followed by a verb of the same root in a form deter¬
mined by its grammatical context. See for instance in the Pentateuch: Gen. 37:15, Exod. 7:16, Lev. 23:23,
Num. 20:7, Deut. 27:1). Other locations where P-Job adds the waw medially include 37:13 and 40:24.
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:13 1310 ( ) pK-^ Ttittn5? 38=26i /T T T : • v ' A* ' vJv - • : - :
ra enk *6-h imn () xxxi, 4 spin nnmr6 hqio
:rm $na *6n -ano () "a: ra rrSn Nsna ^s? *cm... Rtgiob
JCJX=3 ^jA.T r<fT=i.TiTL=j(a) .c*_l r<" r^T r£-^.ir<f A s r<t^93 P-Job
to bring rain on a land where no man is, () on the desert in which there is no man; RSV
As is the case with 11Q10, the bulk of P-Job's unique waw pluses occur between two
independent stichs. Here it seems that the Syriac translator is reproducing in his Ara¬
maic target text, a use of the conjunction common in Hebrew verse. While two more or
less synonymous propositions may be co-ordinated asyndetically (i.e. without the con¬
junction) in Hebrew poetry, it is often the case that the two stichs may be joined through
R49
the use of the so-called epexegetical waw. Here in 38:26, where the Hebrew stichs are
merely apposed, the Syriac translator appears to have replicated this epexegetical use by
providing the waw as an explicit marker of co-ordination. Although as a rule, the waw is
supplied in P-Job in response to linguistic/stylistic demands, on rare occasions the Syriac
translator does make use of the conjunction to incorporate additional material into his
843translation.
A2. c) Substitution
As is the case with the Qumran translation, the Syriac translation of P-Job occa¬
sionally shows a substitution of the MT conjunction which is otherwise unattested in the
842 B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 39.2.4 suggest that the function of the epexegetical
conjunction is 'problematic' in verse, but note that the waw may in these circumstances function to inten¬
sify the poetic language. Should the waw which is provided by the Syriac translator of P-Job in these cir¬
cumstances be seen as also fulfilling an epexegetical function?
843 This use of the waw also appears in 11Q10 (see B2a below) but is relatively rare in both the Syriac and
Qumran versions when compared with uses dictated by language difference. While H.M. Szpek, Transla¬
tion Technique, 122 has suggested that P-Job's addition at the beginning of 38:29 is similarly motivated
by the inclusion of extra material in this verse, 1 lQlO's addition at the same point suggests that P-Job may
well have added the conjunction even without the addition of supplementary text.
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Aramaic versions. Here in 25:4 we see an example of the Syriac translation representing
the waw with the Syriac conjunction ore:
VK-QS? un'jx iW'-nEfi 25:4it • j : v : • - a- • _i v: 1 j- : • -
[... fpnr KO(1) ...] IIQIO
:annx n'bvDb" -or noo) or tfrnn *onr nm Rtgjob
r<G ~s . r<" (ore) r-ecnAr-e r<ss vi^lA i-eT 1 re Tjn >|-N f-e 1 -\ ■ r-e P-Job
,r-e^\Au r-e T.\. re^\
How then can man be justified with God?(or) how can he be clean [that is] born of a woman? AV
How then can man be righteous before God?( ) How can he who is born of woman be clean?
RSV
As Szpek has noted, P-Job has chosen to render the Hebrew waw (which may be
used to indicate 'or')844 with another co-ordinating conjunction (ore 'or') used by the Sy¬
riac with the expressed purpose of joining alternatives. While the Syriac translation of
the two stichs exhibits slight deviations from the MT ('How then is a man found/able
to be just with God or how can one born of a woman be pure') it is clear that through the
substitution of Syriac for the Hebrew waw, the translator of P-Job has made the 'al¬
ternative' aspect of the two Hebrew stichs more explicit in his Syriac translation.846 It is
interesting to note that the Aramaic translation from Qumran makes this exact same sub¬
stitution (IX for waw) in the preceding verse, where Bildad's first pair of rhetorical
questions emphasise the might of God. It seems that while both the translators of 11Q10
and P-Job have sensed the need for some type of explicit marking of the two pairs of
rhetorical questions in vv 3-4, each chose to mark a different pair.847
844 For the so-called 'alternative' function of the waw see R. J. Williams, Hebrew Syntax, 71.
845 For the former understanding see Payne-Smith, 115; for the latter see G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the
Book ofJob, 202.
846 See H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 129 for a discussion of this phenomenon throughout P-Job.




We now turn to a consideration of the last remaining Aramaic version—the
Rabbinic targum of Job—with respect to its particular use and treatment of the waw in
rendering the Hebrew text. It is slightly surprising to note that, unlike the other two
versions which omit the conjunction comparatively often, RtgJob presents not a single,
unequivocal example of an omission of the Hebrew waw which is unattested in the other
Aramaic versions. The following example drawn from the Rabbinic targum's
translation of Job 40:10 is one of only three possible locations where it might be argued
that an omission has taken place.
nm m'nl m'n p'Ni RH mi? 40:10it : • jt t : \ : —a t ' j it jt /••
vfabn npp mm «i»pto) nn am mi mm iiqio
:^nbn amratih KVTO)/() araim annm jno ppna Rtgjob
.rtixcna r<0-. \ .°l\,\&\rt(c\) .rA^Cli-i l\Q tr^\CL.rO^ ,r-i\ P-Job
Adorn yourself with eminence and dignity; And clothe yourself with honor and majesty. NAS
Deck yourself with majesty and dignity; () clothe yourself with glory and splendour. RSV
Although most MSS within the RtgJob textual tradition appear to have omitted the
epexegetical waw which occurs between the two stichs of 40:10, some witnesses
(R H 17) do preserve a conjunction at this point. Setting aside for a moment the fact that
such an omission would certainly constitute an exception to the targumist's usual treat¬
ment of the waw, it should be noted that the similarity of T (i.e. the first character of
ficult, if not impossible, to answer with any kind of certainty. While the Authorised Version has rendered
the conjunction with a wooden 'and', the more recent English version chooses to omit the conjunction
altogether. Other Syriac substitutions for Hebrew waw occur at 34:12 (-are) and 42:1 1(-.t). P-Job also
shows a tendency to replace various Hebrew prepositions and particles with the simple Syriac waw when
either the Hebrew text or its Syriac translation suggest that the waw might be more contextually appropri-
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XVT) and 1 may well have led to the omission of the conjunction through haplography at
some point in the transmission of the targum text. While the evidence of recent English
versions provides some evidence that the translation of this verse from Hebrew into an¬
other language may indeed allow for an omission of the conjunction, the strong possi¬
bility of a textual error here makes any such conclusion rather tentative.848 Because all
three examples of unique omission provided by RtgJob are only partially attested in the
textual tradition, it seems safe to conclude that ifwaw omission exists at all in RtgJob it
is very much an exception to the rule and may have given rise to considerable textual
confusion amongst copyists. Given the particular circumstances of the texts involved, it
seems more likely that these apparent omissions of the conjunction have been errone¬
ously imported into the targum text.
A3, b) Plus/Addition
While the evidence of the omission of waw in RtgJob's translation is question¬
able due to textual variants, there are indisputable additions of the waw in the Rabbinic
targum text which do not appear in the other Aramaic versions. The number of locations
where such additions are present are, however, relatively few in comparison with the
Qumran and Syriac versions and occur primarily in passages of a type illustrated by this
example from Job 25:2:849
ate. See 29:7, 30:1, 32:11, 33:13, 36:24, 37:11.
84SThe other possible minuses found in RtgJob are also unevenly attested in the MSS and both involve the
confusion of similar characters (1 and T At 26:11, some witnesses to RtgJob lack the waw conjunction
and render with an Aramaic imperfect, while others [K331I)2~ITn] preserve a participle and retain
the conjunction (jTirm). The rendering of the preceding verbal form with an Aramaic participle by
RtgJob suggests that the waw has been mistaken for a yodh at some point during the transmission process
and that the following verbal form has then been understood as an imperfect. Similarly at 33:27, although
several MSS (Stec £3 b D D) have omitted the waw conjunction before the verb form (~IQV') the majority
of witnesses do preserve the conjunction (with both perfect and imperfect forms represented). See D.M.
Stec, The Text of the Targum ofJob, ad loc.
840 Unlike the cases described below where the addition of the waw appears to be linked to other 'prior'
concerns, RtgJob's addition of the waw at 40:12 appears to be a genuine (albeit rare) plus which is also
supplied in many English versions (e.g. NIV: 'Look at every proud man and humble him...').
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wh&!2 DYVIP' nfr's? vay ihdi 25:2
it : • t /•»• a • —j— t _»•• : —
ribp-m...] ix, 5 [... mjx? dp im0) ibbptf...] hqio
t^mono wn nbti -rns? rrirp/rroa xm^no) mubw Rtgjob ti
Kinfi} Swa^i) xmi ain^} rrrir p baco Rtgjob T2
mrm^n^} im xnm prs amrnp arrnm ran
JJTVH KBTWKW ■wn xo^e? -pap rpnbmo)
.,0305301503 r^yiN y lai. .ct3505. r^Ajj.i(ci) rli^^ojc P-Job
Dominion and fear are with God; he makes peace in his high heaven. RSV
RtgJob in addition to providing a proximate rendering of 25:2 in Tl, also provides a di¬
vergent interpretation (T2) which results in a radically expanded version. On closer
scrutiny, however, it appears that the expanded T2 includes the supplementary material
along with a formally literal rendering of the Hebrew. The translator renders the first
MT term Vjlfon 'dominion' with the expansion Xin{l} rTTft'' ]ft 'Mi¬
chael on his right and he is offire...' and later in the same verse with a second more lit¬
eral equivalent 'and with his dominion'. The second term in MT ~in?(1)
'and fear' is understood by the RtgJob translator first as
nth *on{i} bannno)'and Gabriel on his left and he is of water...' and
then again later as HT^rno)' and his fearfulness' It is not the content of the expan¬
sions which interests us at this point. Rather, our concern here is with the translator's use
of the waw. 850 All the Aramaic versions, including RtgJob, preserve the phrasal waw
850 C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 16 n. iv has observed that the introduction of references to angels is
not uncommon in RtgJob. In addition to Michael and Gabriel, Sammael is also mentioned by name in
RtgJob (28:7); R. Weiss, DTK IDDb 'Efixn Minn, 253 provides evidence that the understanding of these
two Hebrew terms as angels is well attested in Midrashic sources and Rabbinic literature in general (See
for example Tanhuma ly'PI, 6; Zohar (Leviticus) 12b; for further citations see 253 n.l 17) Interestingly
the correspondences of 'Michael' with 'fire' and 'Gabriel' with 'water' attested to by the targum are re¬
versed in much of the Rabbinic material. Again it is difficult to determine whether the targum is the
source of the material or whether the translator has drawn on rabbinic sources or traditions common to
both.
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which links the first two Hebrew terms (enclosed in ()). In RtgJob's case, both proxi¬
mate and supplemented translations are linked with waw. But while 11Q10 and P-Job
represent only the phrasal waw which appears between the two initial terms in the MT,
the translator of RtgJob provides several additional conjunctions unrelated to the 'trans¬
lation' of the Hebrew. The inclusion of interpretative material has led the translator to
introduce these additional conjunctions (enclosed in {}) which facilitate the integration
of this 'supplementary material' and the 'translation' into a single unit.851
A3, c) Substitution
The translator of RtgJob does not show any otherwise unattested substitutions of
waw.
A4. Summary of waw modifications unique to the respective Aramaic versions
The material presented thus far enables us to at least begin to answer the first
question posed in the introduction, namely, 'How do the translators responsible for the
Aramaic translations of the Hebrew book of Job treat and represent the waw conjunction
in their respective renderings?'
While both the Qumran and Syriac translations show otherwise unattested omis¬
sions both at the beginning of verses and medially, the Qumran translation specifically
tends to uniquely omit an initial waw (Ala) when it appears at the beginning of a new
section ofHebrew text. Both 11Q10 and P-Job show a willingness to omit an equivalent
for Hebrew waw when it immediately precedes an interrogative (Ala, A2a). The major¬
ity of P-Job's unique omissions (A2a) come where the Hebrew text uses the waw to
conjoin simple verbal clauses. In stark contrast to these versions, RtgJob shows signs of
waw omission in only three locations and all three seem most likely to be attributed to
the translation's transmission history rather than the translator himself (A3a).
851 At 24:24 RtgJob also provides an additional waw where an interpretative rendering is offered. A waw
is also added by this translator in his rendering of 33:29 where the divergence of all three Aramaic ver¬
sions is probably due to a shared (i.e., linguistic) inability to provide a proximate rendering of the Hebrew.
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With respect to the addition of the conjunction, both 11Q10 and the Peshitta of
Job provide numerous unique examples of the waw being supplied where it is not pres¬
ent in the MT. Both supply the waw medially (Alb, A2b) in order to establish an ex¬
plicit co-ordinative link between two or more stichs as well as adding it verse-initially to
facilitate a linkage with a preceding verse or verses. While the Qumran and targum
translators are more likely to supply the conjunction in order to integrate supplementary
material than their Syriac counterpart, it is important to note that in the case of 11Q10,
this use of the waw accounts for only a small part of the total number of additions. On
the other hand, the targumist (unlike the other two translators) is almost entirely re¬
stricted to this 'integrative' use of the waw and virtually never provides the conjunction
at the beginning or medially in order to explicitly enhance the conjunction of two units
which in Hebrew show no grammatically marked linkage (A3b).
Analysis of the Aramaic versions' unique substitutions with respect to waw
shows that the Syriac translation (A2c) and that of Qumran (Ale) occasionally provide a
contextually appropriate substitution for the MT conjunction and will also replace an
element in the Hebrew with the Aramaic waw under the influence of linguistic and sty¬
listic constraints. The Rabbinic targum of Job, however, shows no evidence of either
type of substitution with respect to this conjunction (A3c).
A glance at Figure 1 below shows that 11Q10 and Peshitta Job display far more
852
unique divergences in each category than does the Rabbinic targum of Job. While the
Qumran translator is more likely to omit the waw conjunction in his rendering, his Sy¬
riac counterpart shows more willingness to supply or add this conjunction and to provide
it, or avoid it, by means of substitution. It is, RtgJob, however, which again seems to
stand apart from the other two in terms of its unique treatment of the waw conjunction.
As is the case in the other Aramaic versions, additions make up the largest single cate-
852 An asterisked figure has been used for RtgJob's total omissions (3*) to highlight the partial attestation
of the modification in the textual witnesses. The total number of additions (6*) has also been provided
with an asterisk, but in the case of pluses this asterisk is to point up the fundamental difference between
the nature of the additions made by RtgJob (being primarily in non-translational material) and the other
two Aramaic versions (primarily a translational response to linguistic/stylistic constraints).
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gory, but it is important to note that the nature of RtgJob's additions differs significantly
in that the waw appears to be added almost exclusively when the targumist is in 'sup¬
plementary mode' and not when he is, strictly speaking, 'translating' the Hebrew. In
fact, when the lack of even a single substitution and the dubious nature of the Rabbinic
targum's three possible examples of omission are both taken into account, it may be
suggested that in its treatment of the waw, the Rabbinic targum is scrupulously literal in
comparison with the other Aramaic versions.








■ 11 QTargum Job
□RbTargum Job
B. Modifications Shared by Two or More Aramaic Versions
Having looked at the way in which the three Aramaic versions of Job treat the waw
in different textual locations, it now remains to examine the relationships which obtain
between the respective versions in this regard. We turn therefore to instances where two
or more of the Aramaic versions appear to treat or represent the waw in the same manner
in relation to the Masoretic Text.
B1. Modifications common to 11Q10, RtgJob and P-Job
In light of RtgJob's demonstrated lack of unique deviations, it is perhaps not en¬
tirely surprising that the number of instances where the treatment of the waw is similar
in all three Aramaic versions is quite low. In fact, the pair of shared omissions and total
lack of common substitutions amongst the three versions, parallels RtgJob's preference
for addition as opposed to omission or substitution.
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B1. a) Minus/Omission common to 11Q10, RtgJob and P-Job
nrim ran n'x 29:11
•i" • : - T T 1 •/— : • A-* : — : i— T : T i V_I <•
[....] j^n ^nnn^o pam[} hqio
rbv rnnoa nom *b nto mo«() nsro ama ana RtgJob
..J^MTOICD AvVJJ.T /!■ Ml ) d\-VS3_X.l A P-Job
For the ear heard, and declareth me happy, And the eye hath seen, and testifieth {to} me. YLT
When the ear heard, () it called me blessed, and when the eye saw, it approved; RSV
We have already encountered the Aramaic versions' rendering of 29:11 in con¬
nection with our discussion of the Qumran translator's inverted representation of
nVOtZ? in his Aramaic rendering (|~IK 5?OI2j[n]). What interests us here is of course
the observation that whereas the Hebrew text possesses a waw conjunction in the middle
of 29:11a none of the Aramaic translators appear to provide an
853
equivalent at this location in their renderings. Whereas in the Hebrew, the waw al¬
lows the perfective value of the suffixed form (nJ7DUf) to be preserved by the waw + pre¬
fix conjugation ('JblPRFlV), the Aramaic translators clearly have no need of such a con¬
struction and prefer instead to provide Aramaic suffix forms ("OnrQ^/ n~lOK /^Aimr).
But this explanation, in and of itself, does not adequately account for the loss of the waw
as the translators might well have preserved the waw along with these perfective
forms.854 More crucial in this case is the presence of the temporal-causal form at the be¬
ginning (YD), and the fact that all three Aramaic translators seem to have understood
29:1 la as a subordinate construction rather than a co-ordinate one.855 As Zuckerman has
pointed out, the omission of the conjunction here by all three translators represents a
853
Only one MS witness to RtgJob (3) shows the more formally precise representation mBX").
854 The English translation ofYLT provides a parallel whereby the conjunctions are explicitly preserved in
the rendering.
855 That the temporal-causal conjunction 'for/when' is not decisive in this respect is shown by the co¬
ordinate and subordinate clauses of the YLT and RSV respectively.
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common attempt to provide a smoother more idiomatic translation of the Hebrew text as
they perceived it. 56
A second omission shared by all three Aramaic versions is found at Job 36:26:
nprrxVi vw isdd 27-73 nYi Knfr Vx-in 36:26'vr* : jtt \— : • at •• j : • — \ j-* i
*po *6_,h() "miui p»i snp.jk^D pmam Kin m khSk an iiqio
: *]10 trb() TTO D13D SHU *6l KH RtgJob
._acCDD ^c»A( ) icnair v?1 r^\o GCD . °>. n^\ r^cnAr^ r€m P-Job
Behold, God is great, and we know him not; the number of his years js unsearchable. RSV
Lo, God {is} high, And we know not the number of His years, Yea, there {is} no searching. YLT
As is the case at 34:24, where this same Hebrew expression also occurs, all three
Aramaic versions here provide renderings which deviate from their Hebrew source text.
In the final clause of the Hebrew text of Job 36:26, the waw conjunction appears to in¬
troduce the predicate857 (so RSV, NRSV etc.) and thus understood serves no purpose in
858
the Aramaic renderings—all of which show a negated verbless clause. All three
Aramaic translators seem therefore to have omitted this waw in an attempt to come to
grips with an unusual Hebrew text and create an intelligible target text for their read¬
ers/hearers. While both P-Job and the Qumran translation omit the conjunction on nu¬
merous occasions, this sole instance of a common omission amongst the three Aramaic
versions constitutes the only certain example of omission of the conjunction in the Rab¬
binic targum.
856 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process ofTranslation, 498.
857 S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The Book ofJob (II), 282.
858 At 5:9 and 9:10 Ipn is negated with the expected particle Hebrew particle Q'X) and rendered accord¬
ingly by both RtgJob (IT'?"!) and P-Job (rdj). At Job 34:24 (IprrxV) however the cognate verbal nega¬
tion particle in Aramaic is employed with no variation in the renderings of RtgJob and P-Job.
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Bl. b) Plus/Addition common to 11Q10, RtgJob and P-Job
When we turn to the subject of shared pluses in the Aramaic versions, the three
translations provide several instances which seem to illustrate a common concern:
Kb "'is iVki irpx! Rb() nnbR pjrfrx 29:24
pirjrr xbo) ]it]b -jkrt°k[...] hqio
y-bznw vb mnobpi pjrrrr *6(1) pnbittOK prm Rtgjob
-s\m 1 r^TCDCI \ —lO .^CLL^L. cn_l r^\(o ) _nm .\ v «r\. P-Job
I laugh unto them ()— they give no credence, And the light of my face cause not to fall. YLT
I smiled on them when they had no confidence; and the light of my countenance they did not cast
down. RSV
While the Hebrew text of 29:24a merely apposes the first verbal phrase (QrbK pJTIPK) with
the second (TPpKP Kb), the Aramaic versions differ from the source text in their respective
renderings. The appearance of the waw conjunction in all three versions, as well as other
versions and medieval MSS has led Zuckerman to suggest that a variant Hebrew Vorlage
once preserved the conjunction where the text preserved in the MT now lacks it.859 This is,
of course, impossible to rule out but it is equally possible that the translators supplied the
conjunction themselves in order to introduce the negative verbal phrase which follows.
Whereas the second part of the verse (v.24b) represents a single clause and thus does not
require a waw conjunction prior to the Aramaic rendering of jlVs? Kb, the translators of
the RSV do suggest that some explicit marking of the relationship between the two verbal
phrases in the first half of the verse is also required by some English readers. Were this the
only example ofwaw addition in all three Aramaic versions, there would be little means of
deciding between the two explanations offered above. On this occasion, however, other
instances do offer some guidance.
',v'
B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 523. (36 Kennicott MSS; 46 Rs. MSS, 5 Rs. MSS first
hand, 10 Ginsburg) Symmachus: 8e OU
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It is interesting to note that three of the four other examples of waw addition shared
by all three versions, occur within the space of three verses in chapter 32.860 While the
fragmentary nature of llQlO's rendering of 32:15 complicates any comparison with both
the MT and the other versions, the following verse 16 of the same chapter provides ample
illustration:
rn'2? liJirx'V () n&s naT Tibrrim 32:161 /t v / : t / • a** - : j • • : - :
[... i]is? vbo) itip 11Q10
:nin immx *6(i) ppntf *6 mix rrmnxi Rtgiob
.,TOOrdJ_^. _=jCt^\(a) C\iTLD.TActr^.l P-Job
And I have waited, but they do not speak, For they have stood still, () They have not answered
any more. YLT
And shall I wait, because they do not speak, because they stand there, and answer no more?
RSV
While the MT merely juxtaposes the positive and succeeding negative proposi¬
tions, all three Aramaic versions provide the waw which then serves to explicitly co¬
ordinate the phrases in translation, ('...they stand there, (and) answer no more?') Simi¬
larly in 32:13, where a positive verbal clause is followed by a negative clause in the MT
(:UfrX-X'V 13JDT btf 'God will/may vanquish him, not man') all three Aramaic versions
of Job again provide the waw conjunction. And, as already mentioned, a similar situation
seems to be behind the shared addition of the conjunction at 32:15.861 Although in verse
15, 11Q10 does not preserve the actual negative particle in its Aramaic rendering, the
860 All three versions do provide a waw between 37:1 la and b, but in the case ofRtgJob it is apparent from
the MSS (See D.M. Stec, The Text ofthe Targum ofJob, 259) that the addition of the conjunction is di¬
rectly linked to a supplementation of the Hebrew text (mil 'and the wind (scatters the cloud of its/his
rain) by the translator. This further illustrates the tendency outlined above: whereas 11Q10 and P-Job will
provide waw frequently to conjoin independent propositions, RtgJob primarily uses it in situations where
the Hebrew text has been supplemented or altered for other reasons. At 39:1 where both 11Q10 and P-Job
add the waw between the two halves of the verse, RtgJob provides a different conjunction ("ID).
861 The odd verse out in this sequence, 32:14, also contains negative propositions but these are both intro¬
duced by waw in the MT.
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MT behind the translation (Tti? 13y~Kb inn 'they are discomfited; they do not answer')
is again a positive verbal clause followed by a negative one. The fact that the usually
conservative translator of RtgJob has joined the other two versions in providing the
conjunction here may perhaps be taken as an indication that the normal constraints of
fidelity to the Hebrew text have for whatever reason been overridden by a desire for
idiomatic Aramaic.862 One caveat must nevertheless be raised with regard to RtgJob's
additions in all three of these verses: the fact that these additions, as was the case with
the targum's unique omissions, are not found uniformly across the MS tradition of
RtgJob raises questions regarding the originality of the additions. When viewed in the
light of the other Aramaic versions, however, the weight of the textual evidence does
o /:-2
seem to support RtgJob's divergence from the MT here in chapter 32. In light of the
situation in chapter 32, it will be no surprise to find that at 30:13 (the only other instance
of waw addition attested by all three Aramaic versions at the same textual location) the
conjunction is again supplied between a positive verbal phrase and a negative one
(i&b "]T'y Kb ( ) iVt?s ■'rnnb). Having seen a rather clear pattern emerge with regard to
the Aramaic translators' shared linguistic-stylistic preference for adding the conjunction
in a particular context, it seems likely that the first instance discussed (29:24) should be
attributed not to a variant Vorlage but rather to the same linguistic-stylistic constraints
which have influenced the additions elsewhere.
B2. Modifications common to 11Q10 and RtgJob
B2. a) Plus/Addition common to 11Q10 and RtgJob
Again we find that it is only in their addition of waw (rather than substitution or
omission) that the Qumran translator and Rabbinic targum translator find any common
862 Also interesting is P-Job's tendency to provide the conjunction in the context outlined above, while
nevertheless omitting the waw between simple verbal clauses (See A2a above).
863
32:13-majority reading = waw plus; exceptions (I? D 7 3 3 K); 32:15-majority reading = waw plus;
exceptions (3 3); 32:16-majority reading = waw plus; exception (S7).
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ground which is not also attested in P-Job. In fact, only one such addition occurs, and it
does so in the respective translations of 37:13:
ipnV~Q^() ) 37:13
\ttb jn asn*6 ]n xxix, 4 cnDfDb ]n 11Q10
rrbs xxix, 5 mnb bin hna ]n0) nnono)
pa ««,,»"a"iono) aoim Krmimsn *nCDE pa Rtgjob
^>pr6 *norn Km pa Knirbao) xmiCD ^^*6 *rn
: n^pso"1 n^o) ^"IDO)
v (tl=3 vrit r?l. m>i\ ^(o) ^r<f(o) rf\ \j% \ y\ ^r<t P-Job
Whether for correction, or for his land, or for love, he causes it to happen. RSV
This verse, coming at the end of a section detailing divine sovereignty over water in
its various states (ice, rain etc), suggests the various reasons for God's orchestration of
the rain clouds.(v. 12) While P-Job provides co-ordinating conjunctions before the latter
two alternatives (r^.i.m.A ^r<ro .ir^ir^X ^a) as is the case in English ('or'), both the
Qumran translation (2x) and RtgJob (3x) show their addition of conjunctions not in par¬
allel with the Syriac translation but instead in sections which deviate (in RtgJob's case,
substantially) from the Hebrew. For instance in RtgJob's expansion of Hebrew MT
•Hnxb-DK 'for (the good of) the land' («nKmitD ^*6 'gushing
rain for the trees of the mountains and the hills'864) the targumist supplies a waw to co¬
ordinate the final two nouns. Similarly in the translation ofMT "TD)T7~DX with
"■TBI ^"1D1 "bpTlb fcnom XrP3 pX 'or soft [rain] o/charity/kindness/or thefields
and the vineyards and fruit.' RtgJob provides two conjunctions which serve the same
purpose. We see that in RtgJob's rendering of each Hebrew clause, the waw has been
provided at least once. However, the additions have come not between clauses as in P-
Job but in the midst of phrases which form part of the targumist's expanded translation.
864 C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 81 n. 9.
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The Qumran version's double rendering of MT "7D)T?~0N 'or for mercy/love'
with rtnom p 'or for a famine and for its want'865 also shows the use of waw
to co-ordinate supplementary material with translation. The following words in 11Q10
ifn nans )m 'and if (i.e., or) a case of law-breaking'866 have no equivalent in the MT
and the motivation for their addition is unclear. Again, as is the case in RtgJob, the
waw is here being used in the Qumran translation to introduce material with no corre¬
spondence in the Hebrew.867 While this example of a modification shared by 11Q10 and
RtgJob shows that the Qumran translator may also use waw to incorporate material and
divergent interpretation into his translation, the fact that this is the sole instance to be
found in the sample confirms that unlike RtgJob, this is not the primary cause for the
Qumran translator's introduction of the conjunction across the version as a whole.
S3. Modifications common to RtgJob and P-Job
There are no instances ofmodifications of the waw shared by these two versions
alone.868
B4. Modifications common to 11Q10 and P-Job
B4. a) Minus/Omission
At three locations within the sample, both the Qumran and Syriac translations
appear to omit a waw which is present in the MT and also preserved by the Rabbinic tar-
865 Editio princeps, 68 suggests that the translator here has provided a double rendering based on
ion 'lack, want'. It is difficult to determine whether the translator has made an erroneous identification
here or alternatively has seen the 'reading' of resh for daleth as a means ofmaking sense of the verse.
865
Reading here with F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 145, 46. These later editors garner support for
this reading from TgOnqelos Exod 22:8. (equiv. to MTWD IDT).
867 1 IQIO's final addition does show some similarity to the usage in P-Job, however the waw introduces a
clause rather than a phrase.
868 This conclusion substantiates the suggestion ofH.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 144 that
RtgJob tends to follow the MT more closely in its representation of the waw than does the Peshitta of Job.
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O/TQ . #
gum. At 21:25, for example, both versions fail to represent the waw which appears at
the beginning of the verse in the MT:
•nnwi box-K'Vi mo nfl 21:25
IT — — T I : AT T v-lv : T \ v:
bm[ j | [... mir p() hqio
:^nn^n hzx *6i ktie atfm rnzr po) Rtgjob
—■ S^.r< T_. -V °> \ -» P^jm( ) P-Job
And this {one} dieth with a bitter soul, And have not eaten with gladness. YLT
870
() Another dies in bitterness of soul, never having tasted of good. RSV
Verses 23-25 of chapter 21 come at the end of a sustained argument offered by Job: di¬
vine justice which allows the wicked to live long and prosper while deferring their pun¬
ishment to their children is no justice at all. Verse 23 and 24 describe the demise of the
prosperous evildoer ('One dies in full prosperity, being wholly at ease and secure.. .etc')
while verse 25 brings home the full force of Job's complaint. One commentator has
suggested that the translator of 11Q10 may have omitted the waw before the demonstra¬
tive due to the Qumran translator's preceding omission of v.23 . 871 However, P-Job's
similar omission of the conjunction here suggests that it is more likely that the waw has
been considered stylistically unnecessary by the Qumran translator irrespective of the
872
presence or absence of verse 23 in the Qumran version. Again at 21:4, neither the
869 At 34:29, both 11Q10 and P-Job lack the conjunction where it occurs in MT before an apodosis
(MT: 13 3W '01 Q'JS "ino1}) and also omit a subsequent occurrence of the waw in this verse. As we have
seen above (B2) this treatment of the conjunction before an apodosis has already been documented in P-
Job. English translations such as ASV, NIV, RSV and NRSV also omit this conjunction in their render¬
ings of the Hebrew text.
870 The conjunction is however preserved by revisions of the KJV up to, and including, the ASV.
871 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 197 notes that were a rendering of verse 23 indeed miss¬
ing from 11Q10, there would be no need for 'a contrasting conjunction at the beginning of the latter verse
[i.e., 25]'. P-Job however does not appear to require the conjunction, despite maintaining vv 23-25.
872 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 121 notes that 'often in [P-Job] where both stichs of a verse begin
with the waw conjunctive, the second will almost universally be preserved—indicating that the translator
viewed it as an immediate continuation of the previous stich—but the first waw will only be preserved if
that verse begins a new topical unit or if the entire verse is a direct continuation of the previous one.'
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Qumran nor Syriac translator includes the waw where it appears between stichs in the
Hebrew verse Cpm TSpn-R'? VHp ~QN(1) 'Jpfo DjlxV 'SiKH). Many English versions
based on the MT similarly omit this conjunction in translation (i.e. RSV 'As for me, is
my complaint against man? ( ) Why should I not be impatient?') despite its presence in
the source text.
B4. b) Plus/Addition
While the Qumran and Syriac translations share only a few common omissions,
such is not the case with additions made by both translators at the same juncture in their
translation of the Hebrew text. As both the Qumran and Syriac translators show the ad¬
dition of the waw in verse-initial positions independently, it is not entirely surprising that
both also provide the conjunction at identical locations in their respective Aramaic target
texts. One example is to be found at 23:5 where Job responds to Eliphaz with a plea that
his case might be heard,
:>,x7 nriiRi 'iw rnnR() 23:5, . - , - T * T J »A"-: - J* • T : •• V /
'b ifiw bnnoKi[.... ] IHUKO) iiqio
rb -ib" no pnnw vim () Rtgjob
.A n^cicn tior< riJJSO y. t^oro r<?\ v .1 ^_s.X.(o) P-Job
() I would learn what he would answer me, and understand what he would say to me. RSV
The motivation for such an addition is to be found in the semantic and structural links
between verse 5 and the preceding verse 4 ('I would lay my case before him and fill my
mouth with arguments'). Clearly both Aramaic translators have concluded that the
addition of a waw is stylistically required in order to reflect the perceived relationship
between the sets of stichs. In three other verses within the sample, both the Qumran and
Peshitta translators provide the waw at the beginning of the verse where the MT does
not attest it and the Rabbinic targum does not supply it. Even more common,
873 See also 33:27, 38:29 and 40:13.
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however, are the instances where both the Qumran and Syriac translators appear to have
felt the need to supply the waw conjunction medially in verses—primarily between
successive stichs in a single verse. This shared response to a perceived lack of explicit
conjunction in MT is illustrated by Job 33:11:
^n'mx-Vs Taw ()'^n ids uin 33:11it : t t : • v / at : - _i— - t
[... bp "DO(i) *bn K102 «•&?[...] hqio
bi ntor () "bn STED^ Rtgjob
•livufcir^ -1^1(0) r^im.1 ^clcdci P-Job
He doth put in the stocks my feet,() He doth watch all my paths. YLT
.. .he puts my feet in the stocks, and watches all my paths. RSV
While English versions such as YLT (and AV, ASV and NIV etc.) do not diverge from
the MT in their translations of this verse, the revisers of the RSV and NRSV illustrate
that the Aramaic translators are not alone in providing the waw in order to conjoin two
functionally synonymous stichs which in the Hebrew are left merely apposed.874 In fact
at more than a dozen other locations both the Qumran and Syriac translators provide the
conjunction at the same place vis-a-vis the Masoretic Text.875 When combined with the
initial pluses discussed above, these shared medial additions would seem to constitute a
rather substantial agreement of approach between the Qumran and Peshitta translators.
874 Both 11Q10 and P-Job diverge from the MT in not preserving an imperfect in their Aramaic/Syriac
translations. The translator of 11Q10 however—in his translation ofMT "I'DUb, 'he kept, guarded, ob¬
served, restrained etc'—provides a more specific rendering "DDI 'he blocked' under the influence of the
semantic environment (feet withheld in stocks) in order to smooth out a rare Hebrew construction. For
more extensive discussion regarding the renderings in the respective versions see F. Martinez et al., Qum¬
ran Cave 11, 130. For P-Job particularly see H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 182-83.
875See 33:9, 25; 36:25, 26, 27; 38:24; 39:7, 21, 25, 26; 40:8, 30; 41:26. At 37:14, both 11Q10 and P-Job




Substitutions shared exclusively by 11Q10 and P-Job also occur, but with less
frequency than common additions and their analysis is often less clear-cut. One in¬
stance of such a common substitution appears in the Qumran and Syriac versions of Job
29:12:
:V7 Tr'2rx'Vi QTh'i snuto us oVdk-'s 29:12
1 /•• 1 ; T : — A** — : J • T •• — \ 1 •
]*rknb my *6 pp)...] xiv, 7 [....] 10 xwbmr*^ ma rip...] hqio
:n^ tdo *6(1) ww n^rnm mn^Rtgjob
r^i in \ •n cnA ^A(.l) r^xk^Act .rO^iciirf ^ KluvQQinA P-Job
For I deliver the afflicted who is crying, And the fatherless who hath no helper. YLT
because I delivered the poor who cried, and the fatherless who had none to help him. RSV
We have seen in the previous chapter that the Syriac version departs from the
word order of the Hebrew in the final portion of its rendering of Job 29:12
(riji.TA» crA kA). While the treatment of the conjunction is our concern here rather
than the translators' word order preference, our attention is again focused on the latter
half of the verse. As mentioned in our previous discussion of this passage, it is debatable
whether the Qumran Aramaic translator has intended j* i*nb -n» Kb as a verbal
clause or a nominal one (participle-as-substantive).876 However, the various commen¬
tators have understood the Qumran translator's intention with regard to the last clause, it
is widely agreed that the relative pronoun "'[I should be reconstructed at the beginning
of the clause.877 While the targum translator follows the Hebrew in preserving a waw
conjunction, it is quite clear that the Syriac translator has also provided the relative pro-
876 For "17SJ see discussion of 29:12 (chapter 7).
877
F. Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11, 113; B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 471; M.
Sokoloff, The Targum to Job, 54.
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noun (n). While Zuckerman is right to acknowledge the possibility Qumran and Syriac
translators' provision of the relative may reflect their common use of a Vorlage which
already lacked the conjunction, he also seems to be correct in favouring a simpler expla¬
nation of this agreement. It seems quite likely that both translators have recognised the
subordinating function of the waw at this point and supplied the appropriate Aramaic
relativising particle as a means of producing a more idiomatic translation.878 The Qum¬
ran translator's rendering of "lj?jrrK'Vl TflU?' "ISpp with ppD pO at 36:26
shows that he was quite willing and able to provide the Aramaic relative in place of the
waw when it would facilitate a more intelligible rendering of the Hebrew.879
At 21:7 both translators provide a waw in place of the Hebrew DJ:
nn-r(m) ipns? Vrr d-Wi srno 21:7•it : /t v -/ * : t a : • _i* t : - j -
p33raono)iv,6[... HQIO
jpm oir6) isrpna pn^ wwuii pi he Rtgjob
r«A ... ,1-11%^ v» dAia-S^o) y. . n K'n . yI P-Job
Why do the wicked still live, Continue on, also become very powerful? NAS
Why do the wicked live, reach old age, and grow mighty in power? RSV
While both the targumist and the English translator of the NAS provide their standard
formal equivalents cnr6 ,'also') of the Hebrew particle DJ, 11Q10 and P-Job prefer in¬
stead to restructure the second half of verse 7 through the use of a conjunction (in P-Job
before the preceding verbal form 'grow old') . Although capable of serving in
different capacities, this Hebrew particle here appears to function as little more than a
878 For waw relative see B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 38.1.
87g For further discussion ofparallels in other ancient versions see B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of
Translation, 506-7. Both Qumran (^pD p°~Q[") .. .]) and Syriac (uyu rd.i translators
provide the relative in translating 34:24 (IjTTrX'V O'T?? 77?)-
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co-ordinator and it is hardly surprising that it has also been rendered as such by the
oon
English translators of the RSV. The fact that both Aramaic translators have per¬
formed the same substitution here {waw for □}) is evidence that both Qumran and Pe-
shitta translators have understood the nuance of the Hebrew and provided the waw con¬
junction as a means of rendering the source text into an idiomatically acceptable form of
Aramaic. Other shared substitutions are prompted by an interest in the idiomatic Ara-
001 R89
maic rendering of exclamatory particles and indicators of alternation.
65. Summary of waw modifications common to two or more Aramaic versions
What light does the preceding analysis shed on the question of how the various
Aramaic versions relate to each other in terms of their treatment of this conjunction?














All Versions 11Q10and RtgJob and 11Q10andP-
RtgJob P-Job Job
Versions in Agreement
While all three Aramaic versions do, on rare occasion, modify their source text in the
same manner at the same location, the number of such occurrences is comparatively low.
880
B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, Hebrew Syntax, § 39.3.4a Example #12 (Isa 14:7-8). The other major
Hebrew adverbial co-ordinator, IX may also function purely as a co-ordinator (Isaiah 41:10).
881 36:30.
882 Both translators provide waw for Hebrew DX at 39:10 where it introduces an alternative following an
interrogative. While both translators deviate from MT in marking alternatives at 40:9 and 40:25, the man¬
ner in which they do so is not strictly speaking identical and therefore although they are obviously re¬
sponding to the same 'problem' in the Hebrew, they are not included in the total for this category.
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The pair of shared omissions (Bla) appear to reflect, in the case of the first, a shared
concern for a linguistically intelligible translation, and in the second instance, a common
response to a difficult Hebrew text. The handful of shared pluses (Bib) occur under a
specific set of circumstances {positive clause + negative clause) in the source text. In
these cases, the priority of fidelity to the formal features of the MT so readily apparent in
RtgJob has been overridden by the demands of a linguistically intelligible Aramaic ren¬
dering. While the modifications shared by all three Aramaic versions are not terribly
numerous, they do indicate a basic level of perception amongst the translators that, de¬
spite the overlapping constraints in the use of waw in Hebrew and Aramaic texts, the
rendering of the former into the latter does necessitate some adjustments. Although this
common concern for Aramaic idiom has resulted in some omissions, the main conse¬
quence of this shared linguistic-stylistic perception has been the supplementation of the
source text through the addition ofwaw.
Given that, apart from the examples shared with 11Q10 and P-Job, the targum
shows little signs of supplying waw when actually rendering the Hebrew text, it is not
surprising that the single instance of a plus being shared by the Aramaic translation from
Qumran and the targum (11Q10 and RtgJob) is found where both translators are incor¬
porating supplementary material or doublets into their translations. Neither is this single
shared plus unexpected when we remember that these two translators presented more
unique instances of this use of the conjunction than did the Syriac translator (A4). In
terms of assessing the respective translators' attitudes toward the Hebrew text they were
rendering, it is important to note that while the Qumran translation shows occasional
'integrative' use of waw alongside its primarily 'translationaT use of waw which also
predominates in the Syriac version, the targumist is seemingly steadfast in almost en¬
tirely restricting the addition of the waw to integrative use.
The lack of a single agreement between the Syriac translation of Job and the
Rabbinic targum of Job suggests that except in the extremely isolated cases discussed
above, the Rabbinic and Syriac translators have little in common in their treatment of the
waw conjunction in Job. By contrast, however, the Qumran translation and the Peshitta
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of Job show a significant number of shared modifications. While the number of com¬
mon omissions (3) and substitutions (3) are significant in the light of the other relation¬
ships shown in Figure 2, it is the shared pluses which constitute by far the single largest
category (19). In fact, a comparison of Figures 1 and 2 show that, of the total number of
waw additions made by the Qumran translator, more are shared with the Peshitta of Job
than are unique to 11Q10.883
As with the comparison of the unique treatment of waw, an analysis of the Ara¬
maic versions shared treatment of the conjunction strongly suggests that it is the Qumran
and Syriac translators who line up together in their willingness to omit, substitute and,
most frequently, add the waw conjunction in order to produce an idiomatic Aramaic ren-
ooa
dering of the Hebrew. The Rabbinic targum of Job by contrast shows a quite extraor¬
dinary fidelity to the Masoretic text in its representation of the waw. The restriction of
RtgJob's addition of the conjunction to what might be called 'non-translational' pas¬
sages, when coupled with the almost complete lack of substitutions and omissions of the
waw leads to the inevitable conclusion that it is particularly scrupulous in its representa¬
tion of the minutiae of the Hebrew text.
Before concluding this assessment of the Aramaic versions' treatment of the
waw, we would do well to first consider a methodological question which has been
885
touched on in previous chapters, but postponed in the present discussion until now. It
will have been noted that the foregoing discussion has continued to alternate indiscrimi¬
nately between two sets of terminology in describing the network of relationships be¬
tween the respective Aramaic versions and their putative Hebrew Vorlagen. It is obvi-
883 The combined totals of Figures 1 and 2 are as follows: Minus: 11Q10-17, P-Job-12, RtgJob-5; Plus:
11Q10-44, P-Job-50, RtgJob-13; Substitution: 11Q10-7, P-Job-13, RtgJob-0. The figures for RtgJob (both
plus and minus) should be understood in the light of the discussion of Figures 1 and 2.
884
Although the doctoral work of P.J. Williams was unfortunately not yet available for consulation at the
time ofwriting, an abstract of the dissertation (P.J. Williams 'Studies in the Syntax of the Peshitta of 1
Kings' [diss. Abstract] Tyndale Bulletin 49.1 (1998) 183-186) suggests that, as in P-Job, the Syriac trans¬
lator of 1 Kings adds (more frequently) and omits (less frequently) the waw as a means of producing an
idiomatic rendering. It is anticipated that his study, being devoted specifically to syntactic issues, will
give a more nuanced account of the Syriac translator's use ofwaw than may be provided here.
885 See 'Vorlage' (Introduction).
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ous that theoretically neutral terms such as 'plus' and 'minus' need not necessarily re¬
flect the translator's activity suggested by 'addition' and 'omission'. To unpack this
statement and rephrase it in the form of a question: what is the likelihood that it is the
respective Vorlagen which are largely to blame for the Qumran and Syriac translator's
common divergence from the MT?886 Is a recent commentator correct when he sug¬
gests that it is impossible to determine whether the omission of the waw has any text
007
critical significance? It is hoped that the material provided thus far has shown that
we have grounds for a slightly more optimistic view of the situation. It seems evident
that the similarities in the divergence of 11Q10 and P-Job from MT in terms of the mi¬
nus and plus of waw stem primarily from translator intervention. For methodological
reasons, however, consideration must be given to the question of whether or not the
strong affinity between P-Job and 11Q10 over and against RtgJob with regard to the
waw is the result, not of common linguistic/stylistic constraints but rather of a largely
similar Hebrew Vorlage. Notwithstanding scholarly reservations regarding the utility
and significance of the variants preserved in the Kennicott and De Rossi collections,88
the 18th century collations do apparently provide ample evidence of the lack of uniform¬
ity in the transmission history of the text. And interestingly, it is the modifications
which are shared by all three Aramaic versions (e.g. addition before negative phrases:
32:13, 15, 16; omission of waw at 36:26) which are also supported by the Hebrew
MSS.889 Other parallels such as P-Job's double omission of the conjunction between
simple verbal phrases at 38:3 (MS Ken. 196) do occur, but whereas the Syriac translator
is quite consistent in omitting the conjunction in similar linguistic contexts (40:7, 11 and
886
Apart from a single instance (see above e.g. RtgJob 40:10) in which it is quite possible that the modifi¬
cation of the waw stems from a copyist's error (i.e., during the history of the Aramaic text), the present
study finds no evidence that the divergent treatment of the waw has resulted from errors or alterations
made during the copying of the present Aramaic texts from previous Aramaic Vorlagen. Therefore the
use of Vorlage is restricted to the putative Hebrew texts which lay before the respective translators.
887 B.E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation, 351. It should be noted that this conclusion might well
have been altered had Zuckerman's exhaustive treatment of the Qumran 'targum' been extended beyond
the first 15 columns.
888
See, for instance, E. Wiirthwein, The Text of the Old Testament [2nd ed.] (1995) 40-41.
889
Ken. 18, 80, 166 et al. also supply the waw, of these only MS 18 also omits at 36:26.
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42:4) the Hebrew MSS show no similarly systematic deviation from the MT. In general
then, the sporadic nature of the parallels in the medieval Hebrew MSS provides a stark
contrast to the more extensive, systemic agreements found in 11Q10 and P-Job. Fur¬
thermore, the fact that substitutions of waw seem to lack parallels in the Hebrew MSS
would seem to establish beyond a reasonable doubt that it is the translators' flexibility
with regard to the representation of the conjunction which is responsible for their devia¬
tions from the MT.890
890 These substitutions, as we have seen, take two forms: 1) Aramaic 'x' for Heb. waw and Aramaic waw
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Conclusions
11Q10 as an Aramaic Version of Job
The Representation of the Hebrew text in the Aramaic versions of Job
Having devoted considerable space to an exploration of the Aramaic versions'
representation of their Hebrew source text on the basis of three indices, we are perhaps
now in a position to unpack some of the implications of this investigation. In terms of
the respective translations' willingness to omit source text elements in their renderings,
we have seen evidence to suggest that the Aramaic versions divide along fairly well de¬
fined lines, with the Qumran and Syriac texts lining up together on one hand and the tar-
gum on the other.891 The Qumran and Syriac translations showed a shared tendency to
pass by, or omit elements in their Hebrew source text for a variety of reasons ranging
from perceived source text irregularity and prior modification within the translation to,
most prominently, a perception of the linguistic-stylistic redundancy of certain source
text elements. In terms of breaking down this linguistic-stylistic category into constitu¬
ent parts, we saw that in the Qumran and Syriac versions, elements are apparently omit¬
ted because they are perceived by the translators as either not required, i.e. constrained
stylistically-poetically or not permitted, i.e. constrained linguistically, by the form of
Aramaic into which the translation was made. While it is sometimes the case that a
modification is broadly linguistic/stylistic in nature, we must on some occasions be satis¬
fied with locating a given adaptation somewhere on a continuum between the stylistic
forHeb. 'x'.
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and the linguistic. In stark contrast to the situation which obtained in 11Q10 and P-Job,
the targum translation displays virtually no evidence of the omission of source text ele¬
ments. While there is no sign in the targum translation of any propensity toward the
omission of a given element as a result of its perceived redundancy, it should be empha¬
sised that this is not the same as saying that the targumist does not perceive redundancy
in the text.892 Rather, it can only be concluded that on those occasions when a redun¬
dancy is felt to be present in the Hebrew text, it is not grounds for omission by the tar¬
gumist but instead, often gives rise to expansion or elaboration which find parallels in
893other Rabbinic texts.
While it is worth noting that the omissions which were recorded in RtgJob
seemed to have been implemented as a means of avoiding cases of acute ambiguity, the
number of omissions furnished by RtgJob was seen to be insignificant in purely statisti¬
cal terms when compared with the Qumran and Syriac versions.894
895
A similar situation obtained when we turned to the subject of transposition.
While certain cases of larger textual dislocation in 11Q10 and P-Job were seen to be
possible candidates for attribution to underlying textual variation, the vast majority of
transpositions found in the Syriac and Qumran versions of Job were seen not to be re¬
lated to putative deviations in the Vorlagen, but rather stemmed from the respective
translators' intervention. With respect to this intervention, prior modification and the
perception of an irregular or difficult source text were again seen as occasional motiva-
891 See chapter 5.
892
R. Weiss, DTK IDD*? 'ftixn Dl"inn, 233-34 provides a list of redundancies perceived by the targumist
in the Hebrew of Job: 3:26, 4:7,11; 5:10, 14:18, 22; 15:10; 22:19; 25:6; 37:6; 38:23.
893 R. Weiss, DTK "IDDb 'DINn Dlinn, 233; For midrashic parallels to some of these verses see the appro¬
priate notes ad loc. in C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob.
894
This fits well with R.P. Gordon's perspective on omission ('The Syriac Old Testament: Provenance,
Perspective and Translation Technique' in The Interpretation ofthe Bible [ed. J. Krashovec] Sheffield
Academic Press: Sheffield, 1998 355-70) as differentiating targumic and peshitta approaches to transla¬
tion: '.. .while [omission] may be typical of the Peshitta translation method, it is not so with the targums
generally... they offer some attempt at translation or at least transliteration, so that nothing is left unrepre¬
sented.' (364).
895 See Chapter 10.
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tions, but a more significant contributing factor was the tendency to harmonise the word
order within the immediate or more distant textual proximity. When we look at the mo¬
tivating factors which have led to transposition in the Aramaic versions, we see that the
targum translator only deviates from the word order of the Hebrew text for the purposes
of harmonisation or in order to clarify what seems to have been perceived as an ambigu¬
ous text. The Qumran and Syriac translators also employ transposition for these same
purposes and in fact do so no less frequently. It is at this point, however, that the Qum¬
ran and Syriac translations part company from the targum, for both of the former trans¬
lations display a willingness to depart from the word order of the Hebrew in order to
create an intelligible translation in the light of previous modifications. While this con¬
cern for linguistic-stylistic intelligibility leads to a wide range of transpositions in the
Qumran and Syriac versions, the targum translator apparently feels that divergence from
the word order of the Hebrew is, for whatever reason, unwarranted. This translator's
lack of deviation from the Hebrew suggests that either he deemed divergence to be lin¬
guistically and stylistically unnecessary or, alternatively, that these deviations would in¬
deed have been natural in his Aramaic idiom, but have been ruled out by a philosophy of
translation which bound him to the order of the Hebrew text he was translating. Clear
examples of the Qumran and Syriac translators' shared willingness to diverge from the
Hebrew word order in an attempt to provide what they perceived to be more idiomatic
Aramaic raises a further question. Given that both these translators display precisely
this same concern in their treatment of certain texts, why do the Qumran and Syriac
translators not always agree in employing transposition? It is at this point that the true
nature of stylistic preference is made clear. Because idiomatic Aramaic permits a range
of word orders, it should not be surprising if on one occasion, a translator follows the
Hebrew word order, while on another, he chooses to rearrange these elements in transla¬
tion. The obscurity of the Syriac and Qumran translators' decisions to deviate from the
Hebrew word order in certain passages, but not in others, should not, however, be al¬
lowed to obscure the fact that whereas the targum translator makes virtually no use of
transposition, his counterparts in the Qumran and Syriac translation traditions display a
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clear willingness to diverge from the Hebrew word order as and when linguistic and sty¬
listic constraints dictate.
In terms of quantitative assessment, the broad outlines of the relationship be¬
tween the versions will by this point be clear. When the number of unique and shared
instances of transposition found in the Qumran and Syriac versions are combined, the
former version shows more than thirty cases while P-Job boasts more than forty.896
When we remember that the targum translation shows only two instances of transposi¬
tion, neither of which are shared with the other two versions, it is not difficult to see the
emergence of a clear distinction between the three versions in terms of their employment
of transposition. Again, as was the case in our exploration of omission in the Aramaic
version of Job, we are left with the impression that in both qualitative and quantitative
terms, the Syriac and Qumran versions display a considerable affinity to one another in
terms of their divergence from the word order of the Hebrew text of Job. In the case of
the targum translation, however, such divergence is so rarely found that transposition
cannot be considered a bona fide tool of the targumist responsible for RtgJob's rendering
of the Hebrew text.897
The final index by which we may assess the Aramaic translators' perception and
treatment of their Hebrew source text is their representation and use of the waw con¬
junction.898 As we saw in the preceding chapter, it is the Qumran and Syriac versions,
and not the targum which seem to share the most ground in terms of their treatment of
waw. While it is no surprise then that the modifications shared by all three Aramaic ver¬
sions are not terribly numerous, those which do exist suggest a basic level of perception
amongst the translators that despite the overlapping constraints in the use ofwaw in He¬
brew and Aramaic, the rendering of Hebrew into Aramaic does necessitate some adjust-
890 In the case of the Qumran translation, this figure includes some instances of transposition in fragmen¬
tary contexts. P-Job: 35 instances; 11Q10: 21; Both 11Q10 and P-Job: 11.
897 For the importance of segmentation and word order as criteria for assessing literalism in a translation
see J. Barr, The Typology ofLiteralism in ancient biblical translation. MSU 15 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht) and S.P. Brock, 'Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity' Greek, Roman and Byzan¬
tine Studies 20 (1979) 81-84.
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ments. Although this common concern for Aramaic idiom has resulted in some omis¬
sions, the main consequence of this shared linguistic-stylistic perception has been the
supplementation of the source text through the addition of waw. A rare instance of
overlap between the concerns of the Qumran and Rabbinic translators was suggested by
their willingness to deploy waw as a means of integrating supplementary material into
the translation. In terms of assessing the respective translators' attitudes toward the He¬
brew text they were rendering, however, it is important to note that while the Qumran
translation shows occasional 'integrative' use of waw alongside its primarily 'transla-
tional' use of the conjunction (which, as we have seen, also predominates in the Syriac
version) the targumist is seemingly steadfast in restricting his addition of the waw to the
fulfilment of this integrative function. This analysis of the Aramaic versions' treatment
of the conjunction strongly suggests that it is the Qumran and Syriac translators who line
up together in their willingness to omit, substitute, and most frequently, add the con¬
junction in order to produce an idiomatic Aramaic rendering of the Hebrew. The Rab¬
binic targum of Job by contrast shows a remarkable fidelity to the Masoretic text in its
representation of the waw. The restriction of RtgJob's addition of the conjunction to
what might be called 'non-translationaf passages, when coupled with the almost com¬
plete lack of substitutions and omissions of the waw, suggests that the targumist respon¬
sible for RtgJob displays a concern for reproducing the minutiae of his Hebrew source
text which is not evident in the translators responsible for the Qumran and Syriac ver¬
sions of Job.
In terms of their overall representation of the Hebrew text, the distinction be¬
tween the Qumran and Syriac translations, on one hand, and the targum, on the other, are
quite clear. The former renderings present a large number of systematic agreements in
terms of omitting, and transposing elements of the source text, and in terms of their rep¬
resentation (including zero representation) of the waw conjunction. RtgJob, on the other
hand, shows a scrupulous preservation of source text elements and a similar retention of
the word order of the Hebrew text in its reconstituted Aramaic version. While these
898 See chapter 11.
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conclusions constitute a significant step toward meeting the desiderata set forth in the
introduction, it may be useful to unpack some of the implications of these conclusions
for llQlO's classification and its significance in the study of the ancient Aramaic ver¬
sions generally.
A Question ofVorlage
While the material presented thus far is perhaps quite suggestive, the mere fact
that the Syriac and Qumran versions often agree in diverging from the MT in the same
manner and often in the same textual location (whereas RtgJob more closely represents
the Hebrew) does not of course adequately explain the cause of this agreement. As we
saw, there is a possibility and indeed a likelihood that both Qumran and Syriac versions
may, at a few points, be reliant on textual traditions which are not identical with the tra¬
dition preserved in the MT. When seen in the light of the increasing recognition of tex¬
tual pluriformity in the Hebrew Bible during the Second Temple Period, this observation
demands that we give consideration to the possibility that the common (and common
types of) divergences attested in 11Q10 and P-Job derive not from their translators'
shared linguistic-stylistic preferences but rather a similar type of Hebrew Vorlage,899
While we saw in the preceding chapter that the medieval Hebrew MSS (Kennicott,
DeRossi etc.) could not adequately explain the Qumran and Syriac versions' shared at¬
titude toward the waw conjunction, we did see that the Hebrew texts of Job found in
Qumran cave 4 are not only of demonstrable antiquity and relevance, but also provide at
least one parallel to the kind of adjustments found in both 11Q10 and P-Job.900 On the
basis of this observation, it might reasonably be suggested that all or many of the com¬
mon linguistic-stylistic divergences found in these latter two versions were already to be
'''n While his discussion pertains to pesher rather than translation proper, E. Tov, 'The Significance of the
Texts from the Judaean Desert for the History of the Text of the Hebrew Bible: A New Synthesis', in
Qumran Between the Old and New Testaments (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998) 282-283 pro¬
vides a useful outline ofmaximalist and minimalist positions on the issue of textual diversity underlying
an interpretative text.
qo° See chapter 9 (31:15).
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found in their respective Vorlagen and then simply imported by their translators into
these two Aramaic versions. Were this to be the case, we would have in fact discovered
very little regarding the respective Aramaic translators' attitudes toward their Hebrew
source text for the Syriac and Qumran translators would, according to this hypothesis,
have been no less faithful in their representation of their Hebrew Vorlage than their tar-
gumic counterpart. In fact a possible precedent for Aramaic versions' reliance on a so-
called 'vulgar' or 'vernacular' version seems to have been provided by the Qumran texts
themselves in the form of the great Isaiah scroll (lQIsa). Already in the 1950's, no less
an authority than M.H.Goshen-Gottstein was of the opinion that the Hebrew Vorlage of
the Syriac version of Isaiah differed from the Hebrew text of the MT not because of the
translator's wayward tendencies, but because it was dependent on a text not dissimilar to
the great scroll of Isaiah from Qumran.901 Although Goshen-Gottstein's study was a
useful first step, his comparison of lQIsa with the targumic and Syriac versions of Isaiah
was to be eventually superseded by E.Y. Kutscher's magisterial work, The Language
and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll.902 Unlike the approach of Goshen-
Gottstein, Kutscher's broader aims did not allow him to focus in any systematic way on
the overall relationship between the Isaiah scroll and the targumic and Syriac versions of
Isaiah. However, his typical thoroughness in cataloguing parallels between these texts
across a variety of categories affords an opportunity to briefly explore the implications
of the marked agreement (in kind) between the Syriac and Qumran versions of Job on
one hand, and the striking difference between these two versions and the targum of Job
on the other.
As part of his study of lQIsa, Kutscher catalogues instances where the Isaiah
Scroll lacks words which are present in the MT.903 He finds that of the 100 cases where
901 M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, 'Die Jesaia-Rolle im Lichte von Peschitta und Targum' Biblica 35 (1954) 51-
71 (esp. 51-53).
902 E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background ofthe Isaiah Scroll, (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1974); See also E. Qimron, The language and linguistic background ofthe Isaiah Scroll (I Q Isa) /
[by]E.Y. Kutscher; by Elisha Qimron; introduction by Shelomo Morag : indices and corrections. (Leiden :
E.J. Brill, 1979).
903 E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background ofthe Isaiah Scroll, 547-555.
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an element of the MT is not found in the Isaiah Scroll, the Syriac version of Isaiah also
lacks an element twelve times. While an agreement of 12% between P-Isaiah and a ver¬
nacular Hebrew text does not appear overly large, the 2% agreement Kutscher found
between the Targum of Isaiah and the latter does cast the Syriac-lQIsa total in a rather
different light.904 The 12% agreement between the Syriac version and lQIsa did not
evoke Kutscher's comment, but it is interesting to note that he saw 'the reading in the
Scroll... often paralleled by the Targum...' despite the fact that the Targum's agreement
rate with the vernacular Isaiah text stood at only 2%!905 In light of the Syriac version's
far higher correspondence rate, the Targum's 2% does seem comparatively negligible,
but Kutscher casts even this correlation into doubt by reminding his readers that even in
these parallels, there are always targum MSS which preserve the text found in the
Mt 906 while a judgement regarding the source of the correspondence between P-Isaiah
and the vernacular Hebrew version is not necessarily possible at this point, it is at least
clear that these two texts are far more likely to agree in omitting MT elements when
compared with the Targum version of Isaiah whose preservation ofMT is virtually com¬
plete.
Although there are comparatively few instances of transposition in lQIsa (17),
nearly 30% (5) of these find a parallel in the Syriac version of Isaiah.907 When we turn
to the Targum, however, we find that only a single word order deviation in the vernacu¬
lar Hebrew scroll finds a correspondence in the Targum (6%).908 Furthermore, as was
the case with omissions, even this solitary instance of correspondence between Tg-Isaiah
and 1 QIsa is not unequivocal for again, some MS witnesses to the targum tradition retain
the word order of the MT. Although the total number of cases does not constitute an
904 P-Isaiah = lQIsa 3:24, 5:27; 7:23; 8:9, 14:18, 24:4, 26:5, 6; 30:15; 35:8; 41:11, 52:6; Tglsaiah = lQIsa
14:19* 56:12*. Both Aramaic versions appear to treat 38:11 in a similar fashion, but its analysis is uncer¬
tain; (See E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll, 551).
905 E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background ofthe Isaiah Scroll, 555.
906 E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll, 555.
907 E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background ofthe Isaiah Scroll, 563-564. P-Isaiah =
lQIsa 36:12; 37:1, 48:3; 49:25; 62:8.
908 E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background ofthe Isaiah Scroll, 564 (55:13).
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ideal sample size, the picture conveyed by the correspondences again speaks quite
clearly. The vernacular version of Isaiah found at Qumran displays numerous instances
of word order divergence from the MT. While the Syriac version also diverges on al¬
most a third of these occasions, the situation in the targum is once again quite different
for it shows but one (inconsistently attested) parallel with the vernacular text, and in¬
stead follows the word order of the MT virtually without fail.
With respect to the treatment of the waw conjunction, Kutscher provides a list
not only of instances of the copula's omission, but also its addition vis-a-vis the MT.909
In his investigation of the Isaiah Scroll, Kutscher found that on 70 occasions a waw
which appears in the MT is not displayed by the vernacular text 1 QIsa.910 Of these 70
minuses or omissions present in the Isaiah Scroll, 22 (31%) were paralleled in the Sy¬
riac version of Isaiah.911 This correspondence appears rather more striking when seen
in the light of the 4 instances (6%) in which Targum Isaiah agrees with lQIsa. As is the
case with respect to omission, the Syriac version is five times as likely as the Targum to
agree with lQIsa in lacking the copula where it is present in MT. Here again, the Tar¬
gum shows its fidelity to the MT in comparison to a Syriac version which frequently
parallels the Isaiah scroll which has been updated to conform with a vernacular dialect
ofHebrew.
Even more frequent are the instances in which the Hebrew vernacular scroll of
Isaiah provides a waw copula which is not found in a corresponding location in the
MT.912 Of the more than 200 cases found in lQIsaby Kutscher, only 10 find parallels
913in the Targum of Isaiah. On the other hand, the Syriac version was found to agree
with the vernacular Isaiah scroll in supplying the waw copula no less than 110 times
when it does not appear in the corresponding location in the MT! Thus, while the Tar-
909 S.P. Brock, 'Text History and Text Division in P-Isaiah', 61-62 also suggests that P-Isaiah displays
considerable fluidity in its representation of the waw in relation to the Hebrew.
910 MT waw-lQIsa 0 (E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll, 425-
427).
911 E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background ofthe Isaiah Scroll, 428-9.
912 E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background ofthe Isaiah Scroll, 414-24.
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gum shows only a 5% agreement with lQIsa, the Syriac version's correspondence rate
is more than ten times (55%) that of the Targum version. In fact, so sizeable (and appar¬
ently) suggestive is this correspondence between lQIsa and P-Isaiah, that Kutscher is at
pains to point out that the parallel need not necessarily entail a direct relationship be¬
tween the Hebrew scroll from Qumran and the Syriac version.914
While certain caveats must be kept in mind regarding the use of Kutscher's
work in this regard,915 a relatively clear picture nevertheless emerges of some aspects of
the respective relationships between the vernacular Hebrew version of Isaiah and its Sy¬
riac and Targum versions. In the case of omissions, transpositions and also with respect
to the treatment of waw, the Syriac version of Isaiah displays a far greater affinity to the
vernacular Hebrew text of Isaiah found at Qumran, whereas the Targum of Isaiah exem¬
plifies in these respects, a far greater fidelity to a MT text which has not been adjusted to
take account of the vernacular of the Hebrew copyist.916
While the point of the above is not to 'prove' the dependence of P-Isaiah on
lQIsa, it is meant to illustrate the basic plausibility of the theory that the Syriac version
of Isaiah might be dependent upon a vernacular Hebrew version of Isaiah displaying
913 E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background ofthe Isaiah Scroll, 424.
914 Kutscher's questioning of the assumption of dependence is three-fold: 1) a lower (30%) rate of corre¬
spondence between the two texts with respect to the omission of the copula (see above). 2) The textual
tradition ofP-Isaiah itself displays considerable variation with respect to the addition of the copula. 3)
Kutscher notes that the Syriac translator of Isaiah is linguistically pre-disposed to supply the copula
independently of the additions found in lQIs" [emphasis mine].
915Like Szpek, Kutscher is unable to provide a full representation of the relationship between the Aramaic
versions, focusing as he does on an analysis of the Qumran Isaiah scroll. Furthermore, while Kutscher was
clearly aware of the importance of the respective textual traditions, he did not yet have at his disposal,
either a critical edition or a systematic analysis of the text of P-Isaiah, both since provided by S.P. Brock
(S.P. Brock, The Old Testament in Syriac according to the Peshitta Version: Isaiah (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1987; idem., 'Text History and Text Division in Peshitta Isaiah' in P. Dirksen and M. Mulder (eds.) The
Peshitta: its Larly text and History (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1989) 49-80). A thorough-going evaluation of the
relationship between the Aramaic versions of Isaiah and the Qumran scroll will be possible when A.
Houtman's work on the text ofTglsaiah reaches fruition. (See most recently, A. Houtman, 'Targum Isaiah
according to Felix Pratensis' JAB 1 [2] (1999) 191-202).
916 This conclusion corroborates that ofA. van der Kooij, Die Alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches OBO 35
(1981) 175: '.. .der Verfasser des Targ eine hebraische Vorlage benutzte, die im Wesentlichen mitMT
(Ketib) identisch ist.'
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similar adjustments to the one found at Qumran.917 When we consider the nature of the
fragments of Hebrew Job found at Qumran, it may be nothing more than a historical ac¬
cident that more extensive vernacular versions of Job similar to lQIsa have not yet been
found. In light of the rather striking parallels between the types of adjustments found in
the Targum and Syriac versions of Isaiah on one hand, and the three Aramaic versions of
Job on the other, we would do well to consider some of the possible implications for our
study.
Clearly, on this 'vernacular Vorlage' hypothesis, RtgJob like Targum Isaiah will
have been comparatively careful to preserve the Hebrew elements of Job in the order in
which they appear in the MT. The Qumran and Syriac versions would on the other hand
have been dependent not on MT-Job but rather on vernacular versions of Job in which a
variety of adjustments had already been made under the influence of later Hebrew lin¬
guistic-stylistic preferences.
As Goshen-Gottstein's early study clearly illustrates, the idea that correspon¬
dences between 'vernacular' Qumran MSS of portions of the Hebrew Bible and the Sy¬
riac versions might reasonably imply a dependence of the latter on non-MT texts is not a
new one to scholars studying the Peshitta. R.P. Gordon, in responding to an essay by Y.
Maori on distinguishing between variant Vorlage and exegesis in the Peshitta Penta¬
teuch, places particular emphasis upon the testimony of Qumran texts such as lQIsa,
4QSama, 2QExoda in identifying non-Massoretic readings in the ancient versions (in-
918
eluding in this case the Syriac). While it is important to remember that the Gordon-
Maori dialogue is primarily concerned with exegetical variants (as opposed to non-
exegetical variants such as we have examined in the present study) the likelihood of
"7 A. van der Kooij, Die Alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches, 297 concludes that the Syriac translator
treats his text in ways quite similar to the translators/scribes responsible for LXX Isaiah and lQIsJ and as
a result this scholar is reluctant to ascribe such features in P-Isaiah to a Vorlage of the type represented by
the Qumran Scroll.
018 R.P. Gordon, 'Variant Vorlagen and the Exegetical Factor: Response to Y. Maori', 121-125 (resp. to Y.
Maori, 'Methodological Criteria for Distinguishing between Variant Vorlage and Exegesis in the Peshitta
Pentateuch', 103-120 [rejoinder by same: 126-128]) all in P.B. Dirksen, A. van der Kooij (eds.) Peshitta
as a Translation (Brill: 1995).
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non-exegetical agreements between the versions being attributable to variant Vorlagen is
equally if not more deserving of consideration.919 Nevertheless with respect to the
broader question of ' Vorlage vs. translator' as a means of explaining Peshitta diver¬
gences from MT, the recent paradigm shift toward seeing the gradual 'Syriacisation' of
an originally more literal Peshitta translation is beginning to take on the appearance of a
consensus.920 But the question which this consensus naturally prompts is, of course,
how literal was this original translation?921 Without presuming to suggest an answer
here, it should be made clear that the 'vernacular Vorlage'' interpretation of the phenom¬
ena uncovered in this study, while not necessarily calling into question the fidelity of the
Syriac translators, would certainly complicate and contest the assumption that they
worked from MT as opposed to a Hebrew source already displaying significant devia¬
tions from it.
With respect to the Qumran translation, the positing of a 'vernacular Vorlage''
would likewise clearly entail a radical reassessment of the widespread consensus that the
922
Qumran Aramaic translator was working from a largely MT-type text. Instead, the
Qumran Aramaic translator of Job will have made use of a text which may be like, but
not necessarily identical with, 4QJoba-that is, a vernacular Hebrew text which contained
many if not all of the deviations from MT which have been documented in this study.
While we would not wish to overemphasise the similarities between the Qumran
and Syriac versions, our study has documented substantial areas of overlap in terms of
omission, transposition and the treatment of the waw conjunction. Were the 'vernacular
Vorlage' hypothesis outlined above to be adopted, one implication not easily avoided
919 Y. Maori, 'Methodological Criteria', 18.
920For the most recent discussion of both corroboration and implication of his theory of textual develop¬
ment see M. Koslei, 'The Copeniican Revolution'.
921 See for instance the conclusion of S.P. Brock, 'Text History and Text Division in Peshitta Isaiah' 78
'.. .the early textual history of P-Isaiah evidently follows the pattern discerned by Koster and Hayman for
books of the Pentateuch, with a gradual move away from the Hebrew towards a more idiomatic and fluent
Syriac text (not, it should be emphasised, that P-Isaiah was, even in its original form, a very literal tr ansla¬
tion from the Hebrew).
922 See introduction {Vorlage).
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would be that the underlying similarities between the respective Vorlagen of the Qumran
and Syriac versions would be little short of striking. In other words, while it would cer¬
tainly not be accurate to suggest that the translators of the Qumran and Syriac texts had
worked from the same Vorlage, the similarities found between these two versions in the
areas of omission, transposition and the treatment of the conjunction, would certainly
require the positing of respective Vorlagen which were not only significantly different
from the MT, but also significantly and systematically different from MT in recognisa-
bly similar ways.
Indeed, M. Weitzman is well aware of the potential implications of vernacular
Hebrew texts for the overall task of characterising the work of the Syriac translators of
the Old Testament.923 But in considering the likelihood of the Syriac translators' exten¬
sive use of vernacular Hebrew texts, he demurs, arguing at a general level that ancient
biblical translators would be most likely to seek out 'model' versions of the Hebrew Bi¬
ble rather than working from vernacular texts. Furthermore, Weitzman suggests that the
lack of such popular copies in the East (i.e. the presumed provenance of the Syriac ver¬
sion of the OT) is suggested by the lack of their mention in the Babylonian Talmud.924
In the first place, the demonstrated affinity between P-Job and 11Q10 and the latter ver¬
sion's assumed Palestinian provenance would seem to undermine Weitzman's second
suggestion. In addition, the assumption that ancient Aramaic translators of Isaiah (or
Job) would have necessarily possessed the requisite discrimination or textual resources
to restrict themselves to pristine ('model') texts as opposed to those of the vernacular
925
variety, is rather difficult to prove. Although these suggestions may be less than con¬
vincing, Weitzman's case for rejecting the 'vernacular Vorlage'' hypothesis is, as is often
1,23 M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old Testament, 55-57.
92/1 M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old Testament, 55.
925 Weitzman (55) cites Josephus' description of the origin of LXX in which the High Priest sends a copy
of the Hebrew text to be returned upon completion of the translation (Antiq. 12.2.6 [56]). Not only does
Weitzman himself admit that this account of LXX origins is 'idealised', but even if it were to be consid¬
ered accurate in certain detail, a Greek translation made in Egypt from a Hebrew text often at odds with
the MT would seem to be a less than firm basis for positing the use of 'a model text' of the Hebrew Bible
by Aramaic translators in Palestine and still less so in the East.
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the case, more persuasive when he turns his attention to particular examples of apparent
parallels between lQIsa and P-Isaiah.926 Weitzman takes up two (5:24, 8:11) of the nu¬
merous examples of agreement which presumably led Goshen-Gottstein to suggest P-
Isaiah's dependence on the vernacular Isaiah scroll, but follows Kutscher in explaining
the correspondences as resulting not from a similar Vorlage but rather from the Qumran
scribe and Syriac translator's similar response to a text which was substantially identical
with MT.927 While it may be doubted that Weitzman's brief discussion of these two ex¬
amples constitutes particularly close scrutiny of the agreements between lQIsa and P-
Isaiah, his general preference for explaining agreements between texts as resulting from
similar scribal and translational adjustments (rather than similarity of underlying Vor¬
lage) is not uncommon amongst Peshitta scholars.928
A Question of Translators' Intervention
Although, in the light of our brief study of the Isaiah texts, it seems premature to
dismiss the 'vernacular Vorlage' hypothesis as a means of accounting for the diver¬
gences found in P-Isaiah, it is nevertheless worthwhile to consider to what extent agree¬
ments between the Qumran and Syriac versions of Job might be attributed to a similarity
of translational preferences/constraints rather than a similarity of vernacular Vorlage.
The best evidence that it is the linguistic-stylistic preferences of the translators rather
than their respective (and in this case, similar) Vorlagen which are responsible for the
divergences from MT is of course those modifications which would not be reasonably
anticipated in even vernacular Hebrew texts. Modifications which must be attributed to
926 M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old Testament, 56.
927 In the case of 5:24 (MT: nnnb B'tfm lQIsa: nXlV W'XI, P-Isaiah r^A^.-r the shared
adjustment results from a similar guess based on the context (E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic
Background ofthe Isaiah Scroll, 221; M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old Testament, 55). At
8:11 (MT: 'JICI lQIsa: ,3T'D'' P-Isaiah: a.^imn) the Qumran scribe and Syriac translator have, accord¬
ing to E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll, 268 and Weitzman
(55), both rejected a rare combination of forms (p-PlO') in favour of a more common one (]ft+T0n).
928 Y. Maori, 'Methodological Criteria'; esp. P.B. Dirksen 'The Peshitta and Textual Criticism of the OT'
VT42 (1992) 370-390.
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Aramaic linguistic-stylistic preferences generally, or either of these two particular Ara¬
maic realisations of the Hebrew (i.e., 11Q10 and P-Job) would in this case constitute
bona fide evidence of translator intervention.929
While certain identical modifications might possibly be attributed to common
reliance on an already modified Vorlage, other modifications common to 11Q10 and P-
Job such as that found at 40:6 (and reflected in 42:1) find their most reasonable explana¬
tion not in variant Vorlagen, but in the common linguistic-stylistic inheritance of Ara¬
maic.930 In addition, both Qumran and Syriac versions display examples of both omis¬
sion and transposition which are clearly related to and dependent on prior modifications,
or adjustments which have been already made within their Aramaic translations.931 It is
not at all easy to see how such version-specific omissions and transpositions are to be
explained on the basis of a 'vernacular Vorlage' hypothesis.
Furthermore, while one may find a surprising number of parallels between the
types of adjustments found in the Qumran Aramaic/Syriac translations and vernacular
Hebrew texts such as lQIsa, even a measure of Aramaic influence in these vernacular
texts seems insufficient to account for the frequency and variety of adjustments which
appear in these Aramaic versions. In her extensive cataloguing of adjustments in P-Job,
Szpek begins with a list of departures which are 'characteristic of the Syriac language of
the Peshitta'—that is, expected correspondences which '...should not be deemed as evi-
929Even this apparently clear principle of differentiation is not without its complications however. M.H.
Goshen-Gottstein, 'Die Jesaia-Rolle', found in lQIsa certain deviations (including the appearance of
□37 at 36:11 [67 n.2] and an addition at 63:16 [70 n.3]) which suggested to him some form ofAramaic
linguistic influence. Given Kutscher's particular expertise in Aramaic it was not surprising that he de¬
voted considerable energy to an elucidation of the Aramaic influence on the vernacular (characterised by
him as 'Aramaic-Hebrew') in which the Isaiah Scroll's version was produced (E.Y. Kutscher, The Lan¬
guage and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll, 23-29; 187-215). While Kutscher discusses and
copiously illustrates Aramaic influence in the areas of spelling, verbal substitutions, nominal pattern pref¬
erence, pronouns and pronominal suffixes, prepositions and particles, neither omissions, nor transpositions
nor the treatment of the waw are included in Kutscher's discussion of the Aramaic influence on the ver¬
nacular.
930 See chapter 9.
931 See chapters 5 and 10 respectively.
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932dence of a different Vorlage...'. Szpek includes the translator's freedom with regard
to omission, transposition, and the treatment of the waw conjunction, amongst the nu¬
merous modifications which would be expected in any Syriac translation.933 Other
translator adjustments found in P-Job are assessed by Szpek as being text specific, that
is, modifications which have resulted from the unique demands ofP-Job's specific reali¬
sation of the Hebrew text of Job, as opposed to universal linguistic-stylistic constraints
of Syriac.934 Szpek's conclusions confirm that adjustments in areas such as omission,
transposition and the treatment of the waw constitute only a portion of a far wider con¬
stellation of adjustments (including addition and substitution) which were normally im¬
plemented by Peshitta translators in order to render their Hebrew text into Syriac. In
light of this, it is eminently reasonable to suggest that the Syriac text's deviation from
MT with regards to omission, transposition and the treatment of the waw, may be ex¬
plained quite adequately with reference to the Syriac translator's adaptation of the MT,
rather than by positing a vernacular Vorlage which may explain some, but not all of the
modifications present in the Syriac version of Job. The similarity between the adjust¬
ments seen in the Qumran and Syriac translations would seem to suggest that the lin¬
guistic-stylistic constraints ofAramaic, rather than shared vernacular Vorlage, are likely
to be the most straightforward explanation for llQlO's divergences from MT in these
areas. In light of this, an assessment of the findings of the present study in the context of
Szpek's initial and partial comparison of the Aramaic versions of Job will hopefully
provide a broader perspective on the overall relationship between the respective Aramaic
translations.
Szpek's search for signs of dependence of P-Job on the Qumran and targumic
versions led her to examine grammatical adjustments in the versions. 935 The most
striking aspect ofher findings is the initially surprising fact that when compared with the
932 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 260.
933 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 260-63.
934 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 263-66.
935 H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 144.
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targum, the Syriac version shows a far greater number of divergences from the MT
across every one of the eight grammatical categories documented by Szpek.936 For in¬
stance, of the 300 times where the Syriac translation shows a linguistically expected ad-
937
justment of the Hebrew verbal tense (e.g. Hebrew imperfect > Syriac ptcp. ) only 20
(7%) are paralleled by RtgJob. Again, with respect to the addition and omission of pro¬
nouns, the Syriac version displays 154 adjustments while only 21 (14%) of these are
QOO
found in the Rabbinic targum. While it must be remembered that Szpek's search for
dependence caused her to begin with adjustments found in the Syriac version, and cite
the Qumran and targum versions only when they agreed with a P-Job departure, it does
seem basically clear from Szpek's analysis that the Syriac translator is far more willing
to make a wide variety of grammatical adjustments in rendering the MT, than is the
translator of RtgJob. But what of the Qumran translation? While the utility of Szpek's
comparison of P-Job with 11Q10 and RtgJob is, as we have noted previously, somewhat
limited by its methodological approach, her assessment of the Qumran Aramaic ver¬
sion's relationship to P-Job is further compromised for our purposes (albeit not her own)
and requires reassessment.939 While a comprehensive analysis of grammatical modifi¬
cations in the Aramaic versions is beyond the scope of the present study, an analysis of
adjustments in the grammatical categories of 'person' and 'number' from a synoptic per¬
spective may shed further light on the relationship between the Aramaic versions in this
respect.
Within the synoptic sample preserved by all three Aramaic versions, the Syriac
translator diverges from the MT in its representation of the inflectional category of 'per-
936 For complete picture see H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 144 (Table 1).
937 For P-Job see H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 80 n.36.
938
Szpek examined the following types ofpronouns: independent, relative, enclitic, copula function. For
more detailed discussion of P-Job's adjustment of the pronoun see H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique,
74-78.
939
Perhaps because it was not deemed to be particularly crucial for her study, Szpek's total number of
adjustments (i.e., congruencies with P-Job) found in 11Q10 does not appear to have been adjusted to take
account of the fact that the Qumran version preserves only 15% of the total quantity of text preserved by
RtgJob and P-Job.
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son' (e.g. first, second or third) on a half-dozen occasions.940 The Qumran Aramaic ver¬
sion displays a similar number of divergences with regard to grammatical person (30:14,
32:13, 32:14, 32:15, 38:8, 39:3) and given the prevalence of harmonisation in 11Q10
and P-Job, it is perhaps not surprising that several of these adjustments are to be found in
the same general vicinity. In fact, on one occasion both translators provide precisely the
same adjustment of person (33:27). In contrast to the adjustments displayed by both the
Qumran and Syriac versions, RtgJob shows no instances of modification of 'person'
within the synoptic sample.941
While the Aramaic versions of Job as a group show comparatively few instances
of departure from the MT with respect to 'person', such is not the case when we turn to
the grammatical category of 'number'.942 In terms of divergences found uniquely in one
Aramaic version, the Qumran and Syriac versions present 27 and 24 instances respec¬
tively where the grammatical number does not correspond to that of the MT.943 The
targum version on the other hand presents only a handful of cases where it does not re¬
produce the number of the MT.944 As was the case with the Aramaic versions' treatment
of the waw conjunction, the areas of overlap, that is, those adjustments which are found
in two or more of the respective versions at the same location, enhance and confirm our
existing understanding of the relationships between them. Once again the number of
occasions where all three of the Aramaic versions diverge from the number attested in
the MT, is rather low (4).945 This is quite understandable given that, as was the case
940
23:1, 30:18, 31:8, 32:11, 34:9, 39:6 (The relevant parts of speech in a discussion of grammatical num¬
ber are verbs, pronouns, and suffixes. Cf. See H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 70).
941This is hardly surprising given that H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 144 finds only two of
P-Job's 60 adjustments of 'person' to be paralleled in RtgJob.
942 This agrees with the assessment of the situation provided by H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Tar¬
gum', 144 where we see that the Syriac version is more than four times as likely to modify 'number' (252)
as it is to adjust 'person' (60).
9431 1Q10: 18:2, 19:19, 24:12, 26:11, 27:13, 28:21, 28:28, 29:7, 29:12, 30:18 (x2), 31:31, 32:10, 32:17,
33:15, 34:15, 34:30, 36:9, 36:10, 36:15, 38:9, 38:11, 38:27, 39:3, 40:27, 41:10, 41:15; P-Job: 24:14,
27:15, 27:16, 28:24, 28:26, 29:9, 30:15, 32:11, 33:9, 35:6, 36:7, 36:11, 36:25, 36:27, 37:11 (2x) 37:13,
37:15, 37:16, 38:6, 38:25, 38:29, 38:30, 39:1.




with the treatment of waw, RtgJob presents few independent examples of divergence,
and rarely agrees with either the Qumran (2) or Syriac (1) versions in deviating from the
number of the MT.946 Again, however, when we turn to agreements between the Qum¬
ran and Syriac versions, we see that 11Q10 and P-Job both diverge from the number
found in the MT on no less than 23 occasions.947 Of the total number of divergences
from the MT in the Qumran and Syriac versions with respect to number, approximately
half are made at the same juncture in their respective translations of the Hebrew text.
How does the above contribute to our understanding of how the respective Ara¬
maic versions represent the form of the Hebrew text? Unlike omission and transposi¬
tion, grammatical adjustments such as the modification of number and person do not
often result in a loss or dislocation of the source text. Rather these modifications are ef¬
fected in the translation by means of substituting one element in the Aramaic translation
for another as a means of representing a corresponding Hebrew element (be it verbal,
pronominal or suffix etc.) without actually omitting, transposing, or adding to the text
being translated.948 In this sense substitution tells us comparatively little regarding the
Aramaic versions' formal representation of the Hebrew text. However, while semantic
substitutions are to be found in all three Aramaic versions, this sampling of grammatical
adjustments in 11Q10, RtgJob and P-Job suggests that even where formal representation
of the elements of the Hebrew is maintained, the Qumran and Syriac versions are more
likely to diverge from the MT than is the targum, which preserves the grammatical land¬
scape of the Hebrew it translates.949
If the Qumran and Syriac versions' divergence from, and the targum's fidelity
to, the form of the Hebrew text seems to find a measure of corroboration in terms of the
946
(RtgJob and 11Q10) 37:17, 38:25 (RtgJob andP-Job) 39:7.
947
18:2, 20:6, 21:3, 21:5,6, 23:4, 33:27, 34:28, 36:8, 36:11, 36:24 (2x) 36:25, 36:28, 37:11, 37:18, 38:10,
39:6, 39:10, 39:21, 40:11, 40:24, 41:13.
948 On substitution see H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique, 32-33.
949 The Aramaic versions, like any other translations, show an abundance of semantic substitutions. See
H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 145-9 where issues such as faux amis, cognates, and Syriac
borrowing from W. Aramaic are explored with reference to the Aramaic versions of Job.
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respective translations' use of grammatical substitution, what may be said regarding
Szpek's assessment of addition in the Aramaic versions of Job? Szpek observes that P-
Job shows a marked tendency to supply certain elements in its Syriac rendering which
are implied, but left unexpressed in the Hebrew source text. Examples provided by
Szpek show that such elements, implicit in the Hebrew, but explicitly supplied in the
Syriac include relative pronouns, suffixes, prepositions, conditional particles and even
words or short phrases.950 Noting that the targum, by contrast, shows a far greater re¬
luctance to supply such elements in its Aramaic rendering of the Hebrew, Szpek con¬
cludes that unlike the Syriac version, the targum resorts to explicitly supplying gram¬
matical elements merely implied by the Hebrew only when '...failure to do so would
result in ambiguity or misunderstanding of the MT.'951 In fact the present study sup¬
ports the importance of ambiguity as a motivating factor in the targumist's divergence
from the form and order of the MT. Of the very few cases of omission and transposition
to be found in RtgJob, several appear to stem from the targumist's concern for avoiding
952
what has clearly been perceived as potentially acute levels of ambiguity. Whatever
the possible causes of these differing attitudes toward the addition of implied elements,
this much is clear for Szpek: in comparison with the Syriac version, the targumist is ex¬
tremely reluctant to supply additional elements, such as suffixes, unnecessarily in its
Aramaic translation of the MT, even when they have been perceived as implied by his
counterpart in the Syriac tradition.
An examination of the respective Aramaic versions' addition of suffixes provides
some perspective on where the Qumran version might line up with respect to the addi¬
tion of implied elements. The Syriac version again leads the way with 25 instances of
the addition of a suffix which is unattested both in the MT and in the other Aramaic ver¬
sions at the same point in the text.953 While the Qumran version presents 14 such cases,
950 H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 150-153 (see esp. 'Table 4').
951 H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 153.
952 See chapter 4 and chapter 8.
953
19:12, 20:5, 24:24, 28:20, 29:9, 13, 32:11, 32:15, 16, 33:25, 34:27, 36:24, 37:12, 14, 38:4, 7, 39:25, 29,
40:25 (3x) 26, 41:26, 42:11 (2x). The provision ofproleptic suffixes in Syriac genitive constructions ac-
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the targum again shows a remarkable correspondence with the MT by restricting its ad¬
dition of otherwise unattested suffixes to two instances.954 With regard to shared addi¬
tions, the number of additional suffixes provided by two or more of the Aramaic ver¬
sions is relatively low, but the general picture furnished is by now, hardly surprising.955
Compared to RtgJob, the Qurnran version and to an even greater extent, the Syriac
translation, are far more likely to explicitly supply grammatical elements which are per¬
ceived as implied by the Hebrew.
We have seen above that, in comparison with the targum of Job, the Qumran and
Syriac versions display a far greater willingness to deviate from the MT both in the area
of grammatical substitutions and in their tendency to supply grammatical elements in
Aramaic, which are merely implied by the Hebrew of the MT. The subject of supple¬
mentary material in the Aramaic versions, however, must be extended beyond the
boundaries of the linguistic and stylistic, for when it comes to larger 'midrashic' inter¬
polations, Szpek finds that it is RtgJob which provides far more material and does so far
more frequently than the Syriac or Qumran versions.956 As was mentioned in the intro¬
duction, the content of the supplementary material provided by the targum and included
within the translation is often only loosely related to the immediate context of Job in
which it is found, but draws on the broader literary-ideological tradition in including
themes such as the study of Torah, Eretz Israel, Gehenna and the Garden of Eden, and
the Eschatological day of judgement. Szpek's assessment ofmore substantial additions
counts for a sizeable proportion of these instances.
954
(1 1Q10) 22:8, 24:12, 28:25, 29:12, 33:15 (2x), 34:32, 35:10, 36:13, 36:28, 37:16, 39:2, 40:24, 41:14
(RtgJob) 37:15, 38:26.
955
(1 1Q10 and P-Job) 21:5, 34:29, 38:4, 29:25 (final element may be either a suffix or the marker of the
emphatic state) (P-Job and RtgJob) 34:28, 30:16; (11Q10 and RtgJob) 36:10.
956 H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 154-58. It is important to clarify the distinction which
is being drawn between RtgJob on one hand, and P-Job and 11Q10 on the other. It is often (but not al¬
ways) possible to connect the targumist's sometimes radical expansion of his translation with a particular
'textual' irregularity or issue perceived by the targumist. Textual phenomena will often give rise to ex¬
pansions and elaborations which go well beyond (certainly for the Syriac and Qumran translators) what
would presumably be considered the linguistic-stylistic 'requirements' of an idiomatic, acceptable Ara¬
maic rendering. In her dependence on Weiss, Szpek seems to operate with a similarly broad understanding
of 'midrashic' (see above 'A history of comparison' [Introduction]).
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in P-Job on the other hand, revealed that they could not be classified in the same manner
because the majority were explanatory comments dependent on the immediate con¬
text.957 Furthermore, she found that the Qumran version was in fact quite similar to P-
Job in this respect.
While the emphasis of the present study is on modes of modification such as
omission and transposition, the above discussion of addition and substitution in the
Aramaic versions allows us to at least begin the process of constructing a more broadly-
based profile of the relationships between the Qumran, Syriac and targum versions of
Job.958 A synoptic assessment of omission, transposition and the treatment of the waw
conjunction in the Aramaic versions has shown that whereas the Qumran and Syriac ver¬
sions are quite willing to diverge from their Hebrew text under the influence of linguis¬
tic-stylistic constraints operative in their Aramaic target languages, the targum transla¬
tion of Job shows virtually no willingness to omit or transpose elements in the MT.
While the Qumran and Syriac versions supply the waw conjunction with great
frequency in order to adapt the Hebrew text to the linguistic-stylistic constraints of the
Aramaic, the Targum version shows virtually no tendency to augment its translation of
the Hebrew text through the provision of even this smallest ofHebrew conjunctions. On
the other hand, the willingness of all three Aramaic versions (especially pronounced in
the Targum) to supply the waw conjunction when supplementing the translation, rather
than when translating the Hebrew text itself, points toward the importance of building a
total profile based not merely on omission and transposition, but also on substitution and
addition.
In terms of a willingness to diverge from the MT by means of substitution, we
saw that the Qumran and Syriac versions were far more likely than the Targum to make
linguistic-stylistic modifications in their translations with respect to grammatical catego-
1,57 H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 157.
,5S This profile should be understood as tentative and suggestive. To complete the overall picture, a thor¬
ough tri-lateral comparison of the three versions with respect to addition and substitution should be un¬
dertaken.
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ries such as 'person' and 'number'. In terms of addition, we saw that while the Targum
was more prone to making larger interpolations within its translation of the Hebrew text,
its use of minor grammatical additions (supplied in 11Q10 and P-Job in order to explic¬
itly express in Aramaic what was perceived as being linguistically and stylistically im¬
plied by the Hebrew text) was greatly restricted. These latter versions' use of addition
on the other hand, was primarily devoted to the production of a linguistically and stylis¬
tically acceptable Aramaic translation of the Hebrew text, while the provision of sup¬
plementary material not related to the immediate context was far less common in 11Q10
and P-Job than in the Targum translation.
The realities of translation and the data which support the above profile do not
lend themselves to absolute, or categorical pronouncements regarding the character of
the respective Aramaic versions. In fact the comparative structure of the study itself
perhaps suggests the most useful way forward in terms of characterising the Qumran,
Syriac and Targum versions of Job. With respect to their use of addition, substitution,
transposition and omission, the Qumran and Syriac versions show a far greater willing¬
ness than is evident in the Targum of Job to adjust and modify the Hebrew text in order
to accommodate it to the linguistic-stylistic constraints of their Aramaic target lan¬
guages.959 While the Targum version of Job incorporates greater quantities of supple¬
mentary, interpretative material, its translation of the MT shows far less evidence of lin¬
guistic-stylistic accommodation of the sort witnessed in the other Aramaic versions of
Job.
If the Targum translation shows far less evidence than 11Q10 and P-Job of lin¬
guistic-stylistic substitutions and additions, it is nevertheless true, as was mentioned
above, that even RtgJob makes some linguistic-stylistic accommodation to Aramaic id¬
iom. The substitution ofAramaic participles for Hebrew imperfect verbal forms, and the
relatively frequent addition of the relative pronoun (dalath) are but two examples of
959 Other recent suggestions of the idiomatic nature of the Syriac of the Old Testament Peshitta are to be
found in J. Joosten, 'Materials for a linguistic approach to the Old Testament Peshitta' JAB 1 [2] (1999)
203-18 and P.J. Williams 'Studies in the Syntax of the Peshitta of 1 Kings', 186.
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such accommodation.960 The fact that substitution and addition are present, to a greater
or lesser extent, in all ancient versions (including the Aramaic translations of Job) means
that while their assessment may be important in the constmction of an overall profile of
a translation, it may be less helpful in identifying what is unique to a particular transla¬
tion approach or school. This was, of course, seen by Weitzman with reference to the
Peshitta and Targum versions of Chronicles. According to Weitzman, early authorities
such as Noldeke, Fraenkel and others were mislead into identifying the Syriac version of
Chronicles as a 'targum' largely as a result of their focus on the additions, embellish¬
ments and paraphrastic and midrashic elements which were apparently seen by them as
the distinguishing and characteristic feature of the targumic approach.961 Weitzman's
reading of Fraenkel and Totterman and his own study of Peshitta and Targum led him to
focus not on what was common to these two Aramaic versions of Chronicles, i.e. the ex¬
pansions and material supplementary to the respective translations, but rather on what
differentiated or distinguished them from each other, that is, their respective attitudes
toward, and representation of, the minutiae of the Hebrew text which lay before them.
As we saw in the introduction, it is this feature, this critical dependence on, and scrupu¬
lous representation of, each Hebrew element in the order in which it appears in the MT,
which is the more fundamental, defining characteristic of 'targum' for both Weitzman
and Samely. The mention of these latter two scholars brings us at last to questions of
definition and nomenclature amongst the Aramaic versions and we now turn to explore
some of the implications of the present study for the classification of the Qumran Ara¬
maic version as 'targum'.
Locating 11Q10 amongst the Aramaic versions.
As we saw in the introduction, the Qumran Aramaic translation of Job has been
known from the time of its discovery (and editorial classification) as a 'targum'. While
some scholars recently have suggested rescinding this title, an early article by B. Jonge-
960 H.M. Szpek 'On the Influence of the Targum', 144, 152.
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ling ran precisely counter to these suggestions in emphasising the 'targumic' quality of
11Q10.962 While he admitted that the Qumran 'targum' was totally independent of its
Rabbinic cousin in the targum family, he nevertheless presented a series of features in
11Q10 which he took to be targumic characteristics of the Qumran translation.963 Un¬
fortunately, in asserting the targumic character of 11Q10, Jongeling did not avail himself
of RtgJob, surely the most logical candidate for isolating targumic features in the Qum¬
ran version. In fact, an examination of the features Jongeling identified as targumic in
11Q10 shows that these features are rarely even provided with parallels from the tar-
gums themselves.964 Indeed, when we attempt to reconstruct Jongeling's understanding
of 'targumic' from the examples of features identified as such in the Qumran translation,
we find that it is LXX Job which furnishes parallels at least as often as Aramaic targum
versions (whether RtgJob or another targum version).965 It is not surprising then that
while some of the other features in 11Q10 identified by Jongeling as 'targumic' may
well be found in the targums, Jongeling provides neither evidence nor suggestion that
these features are restricted to the Aramaic translations of the Hebrew preserved in the
Rabbinic tradition and known as 'targums'. It is clear from the above that for Jongeling,
961 M.P. Weitzman, 'Is the Peshitta of Chronicles a Targum?', 159.
962 B. Jongeling, 'The Job Targum', 181-196.
963 B. Jongeling, 'The Job Targum', 190-96.
"'4 B. Jongeling, 'The Job Targum', 190-96. The targumic characteristics found in 11Q10 are: deferential
use of 1) mp and 2) Dip ]U (for which see below) 3) elimination of figurative speech (the transforma¬
tion of MT 'stars singing' to 11Q10 'stars shining' [Job 38:7] is seen as a quintessentially targumic ad¬
justment of demythologization (this may well be the motive behind the adjustment, but the idea that this
type of adjustment is limited to the targum is unsubstantiated; in any case, the targumist responsible for
RtgJob reproduces the 'mythologizing' Hebrew with no hesitation K~IDD ''□DID KDJID ]DTD;
see discussion of 38:7 in chapter 7 above). 4) The 'euphemistic' translation of Job 31:10 'let my wife
grind for another' = 11Q10 'let others bend over...' is seen as characteristic of the targum. Given the
fragmentary context and the choice of verb the 'euphemistic' quality of the Qumran translator's rendering
is rather dubious. In any case, the targumist responsible for the Targum of Job, far from employing a
euphemistic translation, actually clarifys the sexual nature of the admittedly ambiguous Hebrew (see
above page 53). 5) The ameliorization of Job's character and piety at the hand of the Qumran translator is
seen as characteristic of a targumic translator. E. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 63-64 argued that
this translational rehabilitation of the figure of Job was a feature which both LXX Job and 11Q10 shared.
965 See preceding note.
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the 'targumic' character of a translation is to be located in a general willingness to di¬
verge from the Hebrew text primarily it seems, by means of addition or substitution.966
The fact that the Qumran translation displays 'targumic characteristics' which
are also to be found in LXX Job suggests that for Jongeling, a Greek version might
equally be classified as a targum.967 From this we see that Jongeling's use of the term
'targumic' is comparatively broad, and might be understood as including any ancient
versions which display interpretative features which are to a greater or lesser extent,
common to ancient Jewish versions of the Hebrew Bible, irrespective of language.968
The point here is not to refute Jongeling's classification of the Qumran translation of Job
as a 'targum' but only to show that on the basis of his broad understanding of the term,
most if not all the ancient versions of the Hebrew Bible displaying signs of Jewish inter¬
pretative influence might legitimately lay claim to being more or less 'targumic'.969
966 B. Jongeling, 'The Job Targum', 188.
967 The conclusions of A. Salvesen, Symmachus in the Pentateuch JSS Monograph 15 (Manchester: 1991)
297 regarding the Greek translator Symmachus' translation approach and use of Rabbinic exegesis lead
her to refer to the version as 'a Greek Targum, or Tannaitic Septuagint'. On the basis of her own study,
Salvesen would seem to be operating with a view of 'targum' as ancient translation which reflects specifi¬
cally Rabbinic exegetical concerns as opposed to those of broader, more generic, 2nd Temple Judaism. In
fact as P.S. Alexander, 'Targumim' Anchor Bible Dictionaiy VI (Doubleday, 1992) 321 points out, while
previously used in other Semitic languages to denote 'translation' generally, the verb D3"in refers in Rab¬
binic Hebrew to translating the biblical text from Hebrew into both Aramaic and Greek (see yKidd. 59a
and yMeg. 71c. where Aquila's version is the reference). Not surprisingly the corresponding noun 'tar¬
gum' was similarly non-specific with regard to the target language in which the Hebrew Bible was ren¬
dered (mMeg. 2:1 andbSabb. 115a).
968 B. Jongeling, 'The Job Targum', 186. Despite defining 'targum' as 'Aramaic bible translation', Jonge¬
ling draws upon the work ofR. Le Deaut and J. Robert, in characterising the targumist's approach with
reference to the use of 'buffer' expressions such as shekina, yeqara, and memra and most importantly, the
inclusion of digressions. Indeed, R. Le Deaut, ' Un phenomene spontane de l'hermeneutique juive an-
cienne: le 'targumisme' Biblica 52 [5] (1971) 505-525 outlines his expanded use of the term as follows:
'Nous appelons 'targumisme', en prenant le mot targum, non dans sa signification technique de traduction
de la Bible en arameen, mais dans le sens qu'on lui donne couramment dans le monde juif: une traduction
de l'Ecriture destinee a l'usage liturgique. En ce sens, LXX, Peshitta et Vulgate sount des targums et nous
verrons que le targumisme y est bien implante.'
969 Of course, as with terms such as midrash and midrashic, apocalypse and apocalyptic, the use of 'tar¬
gumic' only complicates matters for even if 'targum' can be supplied with an adequate definition, the
classification of texts which don't fall within the precise parameters of the definition as 'targumic' points
back to the question ofwhich are the fundamental, defining features of the genre.
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While Jongeling's understanding of 'targumic' seems to be rather broad, his ci¬
tation of Dip (Job 42:1) and Dip ]Q (Job 27:13) in the Qumran Aramaic translation,
as being characteristic of 'targum' points to a more closely circumscribed understanding
of 'targum' as referring specifically to Aramaic versions.970 It is not clear whether Jon-
geling is operating on the assumption that the use of these particular Aramaic expres¬
sions is otherwise restricted to the classical targums preserved in the Rabbinic tradition,
but the quintessentially Aramaic (as opposed to Greek) realisation of these expressions
clearly hints at another, linguistic aspect of the definition of 'targum'. Klaus Beyer's
introductory comments to his treatment of the Qumran Aramaic translations nicely il¬
lustrate this more linguistically oriented definition of 'targum':
By Targums one means Jewish Aramaic translations of the Old Testament, in the
broader sense also the Christian Aramaic ones. There are Jewish Aramaic Targums
to all the books of the Old Testament with the exceptions of Daniel, Ezra, and
Nehemiah. The Samaritan Targum includes only the Pentateuch, the Syrian Bible
translation, the entire OT.971 [Author's trgm.]
While Beyer is seemingly reluctant in practice to bestow upon the 'Syrian Bible transla¬
tion' the title of 'targum' he nevertheless initially appears to extend the term to include
'Christian Aramaic' translations alongside the Jewish Aramaic versions.
In fact, more recent research on Q"lp suggests that the appearance of this ex¬
pression in the Qumran version of Job is a preservation of an idiomatic deferential
(rather than specifically anti-anthropomorphic) construction attested already in the Ara¬
maic of Daniel.972 As such, its use in subsequent Aramaic sources (e.g. Qumran and
targumic Aramaic) is simply a testimony to these sources' shared Aramaic heritage and
can be construed as specifically 'targumic' only if 'targum' is defined primarily or partly
970 B. Jongeling, 'The Job Targum', 191.
971 K. Beyer, Die Aramaischen Texte, 273. One wonders whether the inclusion of the Qumran translations
in the category 'targum' has perhaps prompted Beyer's wider definition of the term.
972 D. Shepherd, 'MN QDM'.
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as any Aramaic translation of the Hebrew Bible. In his study of other 'distancing
mechanisms' such as and Dlp/p-xo Sebastian Brock has likewise
shown that the appearance of these expressions in a variety of sources including Tar-
gum, Peshitta and Qumran Aramaic texts should likewise be understood as shared phra¬
seology inherited from a common Aramaic translation tradition.974 While in the case of
Beyer, we have seen that it is precisely this shared Aramaic heritage which serves to de¬
fine 'Targum', for Brock, as for both Weitzman and Samely the definition of 'targum' is
still further circumscribed so as to exclude the Syriac and Qumran Aramaic transla¬
tions.975
The question of whether or not the Qumran Aramaic translation of Job is a 'tar¬
gum' is, as we have seen, at base a definitional one and therefore any answer to this
question will be necessarily dependent on a particular understanding of the term 'tar¬
gum' itself. Although this is neither the time nor the place for a thorough-going survey
of the various meanings which have been assigned to the term 'targum', the above dis¬
cussion has at least illustrated that this term may be stretched or contracted depending on
who is using it. 976 Armed with this knowledge and remembering that Weitzman and
'"The definition provided by P.S. Alexander, 'Targumim', 321 seems to represent a combination of the
two views expressed for he limits the term 'Targum' to early Jewish Aramaic translation of the Bible. See
his article for a concise but typically illuminating summary of the terminological issues.
974 S.P. Brock, 'A Palestinian Targum Feature in Syriac', 271-82. A similar sort of legacy seems to be
represented by the gradual increase in the use of standard translations such as ^pTl and its derived forms.
See R.P. Gordon, 'Targum as Midrash: Contemporizing in the Targum to the Prophets' in M.H. Goshen-
Gottstein (ed.) Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress ofJewish Studies (Jerusalem: Magnes Press-
Hebrew University, 1988) 63 and idem. 'The Syriac Old Testament', 362.
975 S.P. Brock, 'A Palestinian Targum Feature in Syriac', 274-75. Brock's position on the terminological
issue is clarified when he explicitly denies that 11Q10 should be called '.. .a 'targum' in the normal sense
of the word, and to give it this name (as is usually done) simply invites confusion, and accordingly should
be avoided.'
9"'Raphael Weiss' monograph on RtgJob (D"PX 7DD1? VJlxn DJinn) may perhaps offer a clue to one
source of terminological 'confusion': While C. Mangan's English translation and annotation of the text is
entitled simply The Targum ofJob, the English summary ofWeiss' work in Modern Hebrew is more spe¬
cifically The Aramaic Targum to Job. Because in modern Hebrew Dim may denote generic 'translation'
(e.g. Septuagint^WDtt? OHinn) as well as the traditional Rabbinic Aramaic renderings of the Hebrew
text, Weiss apparently felt the need to provide more specific information in his modern Hebrew title (i.e.
not just any targum, but DTK tDOb 'ETIXn D^inn).
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Samely see the representation of MT as perhaps the primary defining characteristic of
'targum', we turn now to consider some possible answers to the question of llQlO's
'targumic' status.
The present study of omission, transposition and the treatment of the conjunction
in the Aramaic versions of Job has shown that the Targum of Job displays a remarkable
fidelity to the Hebrew source text and is quite scrupulous in its preservation of the form
and order of MT Job. Of course, the targum's precise, often one-to-one, relationship
with the Hebrew text admits of more than one explanation. S.P. Brock's discussion of
literalism in connection with classical schoolboy cribs finds a parallel in the theory that
the targum too originated as an Aramaic crib used by students in the Bet Ha-Sepher in
order to leam to read Hebrew (then no longer a vernacular).977 A. Samely, on the other
hand, sees in the targum's formal proximity to the Hebrew text, an attempt to 'pin the
targumic shadow to the Hebrew text' thereby highlighting (and 'indexing' with their
07Q
Hebrew lemmata) the non-translational interpolations for which the targum is famous.
In fact, the explanations of Alexander and Samely need not necessarily be mutually ex¬
clusive.979
By comparison, the Qumran and Syriac versions of Job have displayed a far
greater degree of deviation from MT Job in terms of their omission and transposition of
elements, and in their willingness to supply, substitute or dispense with the conjunction.
While this much seems incontestable, the attempt to explain 11Q10 and P-Job's shared
divergence from the MT in these areas led to the positing of two competing hypotheses:
977
S.P. Brock, 'Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity', 73. See P.S. Alexander, 'How did the
Rabbis learn Hebrew?' in W. Horbury (ed.) Hebrew Studyfrom Ezra to Ben-Yehuda (Edinburgh: T & T
Clark, 1999) 71-89 for a recent articulation of this suggestion.
',78 A. Samely, 'Scripture's Segments and Topicality in Rabbinic Discourse and the Pentateuch Targum'
JAB 1 (1999) 118.
979 For a seemingly neglected suggestion as to the social-cultural context in which this formal literalism
and radical expansiveness came to be fused, see R. Kasher, 'The Aramaic Targumim and their Sitz im Le-
ben' in M.H. Goshen-Gottstein (ed.) Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress ofJewish Studies (Jeru¬
salem: Magnes Press-Hebrew University, 1988) 75-85. Kasher sees the literalism as originating in the
Beth Ha-Sepher, the expansions in the Beth Ha-Midrash and Beth Ha-Talmud, and their fusion or conver¬
gence in the liturgical context of the Synagogue (82-83).
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1) The shared divergences of the Qumran and Syriac versions are a result of
their dependence on 'vernacular' Hebrew texts of Job which already dis¬
played many, if not all, of the omissions, transpositions and treatment of
the conjunction which now appear in 11Q10 and P-Job.
2) The shared divergences of the Qumran and Syriac versions are a result of
the shared and partially overlapping Aramaic linguistic-stylistic con¬
straints and preferences of the two translators.
1) Similar 'vernacular Vorlage'
The hypothesis that both the Qumran and Syriac versions of Job are reliant on a
vernacular Hebrew Vorlage was explored with reference to the relationship between the
Targum and Syriac versions of Isaiah and the vernacular Hebrew version of Isaiah found
at Qumran (lQIsa). While P-Isaiah was found to closely parallel the vernacular Hebrew
scroll of Isaiah in terms of its omissions, transpositions and the treatment of waw, the
Targum of Isaiah presented a comparatively low degree of correspondence to lQIsa and
did not generally present the same adjustments as were found in the vernacular version.
That Targum Isaiah displays no systematic agreement with the vernacular version of
Isaiah in terms of its divergence from MT is hardly surprising, however, for the targumic
and Rabbinic preference for MT as opposed to vernacular texts is acknowledged by
Emmanuel Tov:
The connection between [these] proto-Masoretic texts and Pharisaic circles is evident,
and some scholars even call the proto-Masoretic texts 'proto-rabbinic'. When the bibli¬
cal text is quoted in the Talmud and midrashim, it is that of the MT, and when the rab¬
binic circles produced an Aramaic translation [i.e., Targum], it is again based on a text
that is more or less identical to the MT.980
This latter assertion would seem to require a measure of qualification lest it appear to
claim too much. It is clear that at certain points, various texts within the Rabbinic tar¬
gum tradition suggest the possibility and indeed probability that the text being rendered
981
by the targumist was not identical with MT. In the present context, however, the rele-
980 E. Tov, 'A New Synthesis', 300.
981 For a brief discussion of non-MT readings in the targums and a considerable list ofpseudo-variants
which have been supported with reference to targumic texts, see R.P. Gordon, 'The Citation of the tar-
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vant point is that the Targums do not display any reliance on Hebrew Vorlagen which
systematically deviate from the MT in terms of omissions, transpositions, the treatment
of the conjunction or other features commonly found in texts which Tov classifies as
QR9
having been written in 'Qumran practise'. The obvious implication of such a dis¬
tinction, however, is that according to the similar 'vernacular Vorlage' hypothesis, the
Syriac and Qumran versions of Job will have been basically literal renderings of texts
similar or identical to those written in Tov's 'Qumran practise'.983 Were this to be the
case, there would be no differentiating between the Aramaic translators responsible for
11Q10, P-Job and RtgJob in terms of their representation of the Hebrew text (i.e., formal
literalism would prevail amongst all translations). This conclusion, however, carries with
it a necessary corollary: if it is maintained along with Tov that Targum is by definition
dependent on MT or a proto-Masoretic text, then the Qumran and Syriac versions of Job
clearly cannot lay claim to the title of 'targum'.984
gums in Recent English Bible Translations (RSV, JB, NEB)' JJS 26 (1975) 50-60. The question of vari¬
ant Vorlage has perhaps been most strongly pressed with respect to Neofiti. See for instance, P.Wernberg-
Moller, 'An Inquiry into the Validity of the Text-Critical Argument for an Early dating of the Recently
Discovered Palestinian Targum', VT 12 (1962) 312-30. In any case it is worth remembering that to suggest
that the Qumran and Syriac versions were reliant on a non-MT type Vorlage is not the same as suggesting
that such a Vorlage be necessarily pre-MT. For further discussion of text-critical claims for the antiquity
ofNeofiti, see A. York, 'The Dating of Targumic Literature' JSJ 5 (1974) 49-62. With respect to RtgJob,
again this is not of course to say that RtgJob is never reliant on a text at variance from the MT (see R.
Weiss, DTK 7D0b 'DTXn DJinn, xi) but rather that by and large, the Vorlage of the translator was very
close to MT.
982 E. Tov, 'A New Synthesis', 295-6 'The great majority of these texts reflect a free approach to the bib¬
lical text that manifests itself in adaptations of unusual forms to the context, in frequent errors, in numer¬
ous corrections, and sometimes in negligent script.'
983Preliminary work by E. Ulrich (M. Abegg, P. Flint, E. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls Bible, 590) on the
few Hebrew fragments preserved (4Qjoba b) shows precisely the types ofmodifications which one might
expect of a vernacular Hebrew text: 'Most of the variants are quite minor: singular for plural, transposition
of word order, presence or lack of small words that add no meaning or are implicit... more familiar form
of the word God (i.e., bX in place of iTlbX).'
984 M.P. Weitzman, The Syriac version ofthe Old Testament, 128 even extends this targumic reliance on
MT to its vocalisation. In both The Interpretation ofSpeech in the Pentateuch Targums, and 'The Back¬
ground of Speech: Some Observations on the Representation ofTargumic Exegesis' JJS 39 (1988) 251-60
Samely appears to assume the MT to be the source text rendered by the targumists.
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2) Similar linguistic-stylistic constraints
While not all scholars operate with identical understandings of the defining charac¬
teristics of 'targum', Weitzman and Samely search for features which define and differ¬
entiate the 'targumic' approach from other versions with reference to their representation
of MT.985 On the basis of their work in Syriac and Targum respectively, both of these
scholars came to the conclusion that the Targum's primary distinguishing feature over
and against other versions (including the Syriac) was its faithful and conspicuous pres¬
ervation of the formal features of the MT in the order in which they are preserved in this
textual tradition. Although the studies of addition and substitution presented by Szpek,
and supplemented by further tentative explorations above, served to differentiate the
Targum of Job from the Qumran and Syriac versions on the basis of the latter's prefer¬
ence for linguistic-stylistic adjustments, the more crucial task of assessing the Aramaic
translators' representation of the MT was undertaken through an evaluation of omission,
transposition and the treatment of the waw conjunction. On the basis of these criteria,
the translators of the Syriac and Qumran versions of Job have shown that the priority of
fidelity to the MT, so clearly illustrated by the targumist, was overridden by, among
other factors, the perceived linguistic-stylistic demands of their Aramaic target lan¬
guages. It seems clear from the present study that if the targumist's approach is to be
defined fundamentally in terms of his formal preservation of Hebrew elements in the
order in which they appear in MT, then the translators responsible for the Qumran and
Syriac versions of Job should not be credited with the production of a 'targum'.
What's in a Name? Targum, translation and 11Q10
We have given consideration to the two possible explanations for the types of
divergences encountered in the Qumran and Syriac versions of Job, but not discovered
985The investigation of 'converse translation technique' (i.e. a modification resulting in a translation con¬
veying the opposite meaning of the source text) provides an example of a feature which was originally
described as distinctively targumic (M. Klein, 'Converse Translation') but has since been documented in a
variety of other ancient versions (R.P. Gordon, "'Converse Translation", 3-21).
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in the Targum. While, in theory, it has been useful to discuss each explanation in turn
and without reference to the other, in practise, these explanations need not, and indeed
probably are not, mutually exclusive. Although it is theoretically possible that 11Q10
and P-Job's common divergences from MT are exclusively due to either similarity of
Vorlage or similarity of linguistic-stylistic preference, it seems on balance more plausi¬
ble to assume that a certain proportion of their shared divergences will be a result of
shared translator preferences while others may be related to common dependence on a
text which displays vernacular features not found in MT. While the type of modifica¬
tions which appear in 4Qjoba point toward the plausibility of a vernacular Vorlage, it is
important to note that the idiomatic Aramaic character of the Qumran and Syriac ver¬
sions of Job suggests that reliance on such an already modified text is neither a neces¬
sary nor a sufficient explanation for their divergence from MT. Ultimately, the determi¬
nation of which hypothesis should be made to carry the greater burden of explanation
takes us beyond the confines of the present work and into the prospects for future study.
While this study has focused on literary and formal issues and is properly pre¬
liminary to a historical assessment, a few tentative comments on the implications of the
present work are perhaps warranted. In his recent outline of theoretical possibilities and
probabilities in the relationship between Peshitta and Targum, P. Dirksen draws a dis¬
tinction between theories which root the Peshitta in the targum tradition and those which
see the Peshitta as an independent rendering of the Hebrew which is more loosely re¬
lated to the targum tradition through consultation, common tradition or influence.986
While the present study has virtually nothing to say on the subject of theological or exe-
getical traditions held in common by Targum and Peshitta, our characterisation of the
respective translation approaches does speak to the question of origins. The fundamen¬
tal line, as demarcated in the present study, dividing the Qumran and Syriac versions
from the Targum in terms of translation approach would certainly imply that the Pe-
1,86 P. Dirksen, 'Targum and Peshitta: Some Basic Questions' in P. Flesher (ed.) Targum Studies 2 (At¬
lanta: 1998) 3-13. To the first group belong scholars such as Wohl, Peters, Voobus, Isenberg, Running
and Sperber; to the latter, Schonfelder, Silverstone, Wernberg-Moller.
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shitta and Qumran translation traditions are clearly and unequivocally independent of the
targumic tradition. This fundamental 'non-targumic' status of both Qumran and Syriac
versions would clearly rule out their share in a hypothetical 'proto-targum' which ap¬
pears to be presupposed by theories which see the roots of the Peshitta in a Targum tra¬
dition.987 This is not to rule out the existence of a proto-targum from which the later tar-
gums were to derive, but rather to suggest that were such a creature to have existed, it
would by definition bear more resemblance to these later targums in terms of translation
approach than to more linguistically-stylistically oriented versions such as are found in
the Qumran and Syriac traditions.
The answer to the question of whether these non-targumic translation traditions
should be considered 'pre-targumic' is ultimately dependent not on the dating of 11Q10
(for which 70 CE is an unshakeable terminus ad quern) but on the dating of the Rabbinic
targum tradition.988 If the Palestinian 'targum' tradition reaches back into the 1st century
CE or even earlier, as Diez-Macho and his followers have contended, then the two Ara¬
maic traditions (targumic and non-targumic) will have been contemporary.989 If, on the
other hand, the origins of the 'targum' translation tradition are to be located closer to the
dates of the preserved manuscripts (how much closer may be debated) then the non-
targumic approach to which 11Q10 and P-Job attest will clearly antedate the targums
and should thus be considered 'pre-targumic'. It hardly needs to said that the above
suggestions regarding the questions of the relationships amongst the Aramaic versions as
corpora, are valid only to the extent that the findings of the present study are found to
hold for the Targum, Peshitta and Qumran translation traditions more generally. Further
987 P. Dirksen, 'Targum and Peshitta: Some Basic Questions', 8, 13.
988 For methodological considerations see the still useful article by A. York, 'The Dating of Targumic Lit¬
erature', 49-62.
989 For a recent, even-handed evaluation of the current debate on the relevant sources of Aramaic in the 1st
century CE see L. Stuckenbruck, 'An Approach to the New Testament Through Aramaic Sources: The
Recent Methodological Debate' JSP 8 (1991) 3-29. So long as some measure of continuity is seen with
respect to the Pharisaic and later Rabbinic traditions, pushing the origins of the 'targum' tradition back
into the 1st century C.E. or earlier might justify seeing the 'targum' and 'proto-targum' as being associated
with Rabbinic and Pharisaic traditions respectively. (See J. Bowker, The Targums and Rabbinic Litera¬
ture'. An Introduction to Jewish Interpretations ofScripture [Cambridge: CUP, 1969] 40-42, 36 n. 1).
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comparative study of other Aramaic versions will, we hope, determine how representa¬
tive the present conclusions are.
The present study has been restricted to issues of form and approach not because
questions of dating and provenance are unimportant or irrelevant, but because they are
too important to take up without continuing to explore the questions of genre and defini¬
tion with respect to the Aramaic versions.990 It is hoped that the present study has
played a small part both in clarifying the use of the term 'targum' and in illuminating
some of the issues at stake in its application, or mis-application, to the Qumran version
of Job. Still greater clarity regarding the relationships amongst the various Aramaic
translation traditions and the wider world of ancient versions will depend on compara¬
tive studies which pay close attention not only to the theological and ideological tradi
tions embedded in the versions, but the very rendering of the source text itself, and the
extent to which linguistic and stylistic constraints impinge, or do not impinge, on this
rendering. This type of comprehensive approach will allow us to identify not only those
features, approaches and techniques which transcend the boundaries of individual trans¬
lations (and even schools of translation) but also those features and approaches which
differentiate and distinguish one version from another.991 While the significance of the
present study can only be determined through more widespread comparative work, at
least one implication is relatively clear: in terms of its relationship to, and representation
of the MT, the Qumran Aramaic translation of Job is no more deserving of the title 'tar-
gum' than is its counterpart in the Syriac translation tradition.992
990 Whatever the supposed status of an 'early core' of tradition in RtgJob, the incontestably late date of this
targum in its present form (See C. Mangan, Some Observations on the Dating ofTargum Job' in K.J.
Cathcart and J.F. Healey (eds.) Back to the Sources: Biblical and Near Eastern Studies in Honour ofDer-
mot Ryan (Dublin: Glendale Press, 1989) 67-78; reiterated in C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 5-8) makes
it even more urgent that studies similar to the one attempted here be undertaken with respect to Aramaic
versions from a variety of dates and provenances.
991 While there is much to be commended in R.P. Gordon's exhortation (R.P. Gordon 'Dialogue and Dis¬
putation in the Targum to the Prophets' JSS 39 [1994] 7-17) to adopt a 'trans-versional' approach, the
present study would suggest that the construction of individual translation profiles must include, whenever
possible, an assessment of linguistic-stylistic constraints on the translation along with 'translation features
of a higher level of significance' (17).




While some have suggested the possibility of llQlO's use of memra as early
evidence of the avoidance of anthropomorphism,993 other commentators have sought to
differentiate 11Q10 from RtgJob and the classic Jewish targumim on the basis of the re¬
duced frequency and divergent usage of this term in 11Q10.994 Although not directly
related to the main subject of the present study, this issue has a bearing on our assess¬
ment of the relationships between the Aramaic versions and the 'targumic' quality of the
Qumran text. Although there is not sufficient space to discuss every instance of this ex¬
pression in RtgJob, the two occurrences in 11Q10 warrant a closer look:
sjpasan rrVy m m'K-nos 36:32
-
i* : — : t jv t - a t • •/— — —
[...jb maaa br[...] iiqio
^bsa ^iaa nrvnb ^rrbv -ppai *naa saa gpan biaa Rtgjob
,ax=3 V \ t _r\m . \ % xiCLSJ CI r^icnCLJ rSms \ r<G ,T_. r<? \ «, n P-Job
By two palms He hath covered the light, And layeth a charge over it in meeting, YLT
He covers his hands with the lightning, and commands it to strike the mark. RSV
The Dead Sea Scrolls Translated [2nd ed.] (Brill-Eerdmans, 1994) retain the official title '1 lQtargumJob'
assigned by Editio princeps. G. Vermes, The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English (Penguin: 1998) 431
assigns 11Q10 the rubric of' 1 lQar[amaic]Job' in his English translation of the DSS. This title has the
incidental benefit of locating 11Q10 within its appropriate dialectal classification, that is, Qumran Ara¬
maic.
993 H. Ringgren, 'Some Observations', 24.
994
J. Fitzmyer, 'Qumran Aramaic and the New Testament' in A Wandering Aramean: CollectedAramaic
Essays (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1979) 94-95 in his case for the antiquity of 11Q10 over and against
RtgJob for instance, notes that these are God's words addressed to Job (and consequently not an appropri¬
ate context in which to speak ofmaintaining reverence toward God) and that memra only occurs twice in
11Q10 and not in conjunction with its usage in RtgJob (the present verse being the sole exception to this
rule). A. Diez-Macho, 'Le Targum Palestinien' sees this difference as resulting not from different periods
of origin but rather the ideological context from which the 'Qumran-Essene targum' and the Pharisaic
targumic literature emerged.
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Although it is unfortunate that the remainder of the Qumran translator's render¬
ing is not preserved, it seems likely that 11Q10 mOXO bv 'at/because of his com¬
mand' is intended as a representation ofMT 'upon his palms (?)'. While the
original editors suggest that this rendering has been motivated by the Qumran transla¬
tor's desire to avoid the use of anthropomorphic language in connection with God, this
assessment is far from obvious.995 E. Tuinstra agrees with this verdict citing the use of
memra as an equivalent for the divine *15 in TgOnqelos Exod. 33:22.996 This may well be
the case, but several factors complicate the situation considerably. The first thing to note
is that the Hebrew is, at this point, quite difficult.997 Presumably in response to this tex¬
tual difficulty, RtgJob, rather than supplying memra, has provided an addition here
because of thieving hands he restrains...' which facilitates a re¬
tention of a literal rendering of the Hebrew and allows its integration into the rendering
of the verse.998 When we turn to 1 IQIO's rendering (mQXQ ^S?), we see what appears
to be a different approach. At the outset, given the Qumran translator's susceptibility to
harmonisation within the verse, it seems likely that the parallel in v.32b IT'l 'and he
commands/ed' has provided the translator with a contextual reference point for his
translation of the corresponding location in v.32a ('on/because of his command').999
Another possible consideration in assessing llQlO's translation is the similarity be-
995 Editio princeps, 67.
996 E. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten, 86 n. 172; B. Grossfeld, Targum Onkelos to Exodus AramBib 7
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1988) 94 n. 18. notes that this reading is also to be found in Ps-J, but not in
TgNeof.
997 If the actual form D1 S3 is apparently straightforward in terms of lexical gloss ('palms') its meaning in
the present context is mysterious indeed. The interpreter's ingenuity is stretched to the limits when at¬
tempting to determine the relationship between v.32a 'The covering of the hands/palms' and v.32b. 'and
commands it against the mark/target'. For various attempts to do so see S.R. Driver and G.B. Gray, The
Book ofJob (I), 316 and R. Goidis, The Book ofJob, 422.
998 As noted by C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 81 n.17, Elihu's mention of Tight' is understood as signi¬
fying 'rain' according to Rabbinic tradition (Gen R. 26:7). See R. Weiss, DTK IDOb 'ETlXn Q3,inn, 276-77
for a more extensive discussion of the Rabbinic parallels. He notes too that TgLamentations 3:41 also
connects 'thieving' with the occurrence of
999
In fact, J. Fitzmyer, 'Qumran Aramaic and the New Testament', 94-95 suggests that 11Q10 may not be
rendering the prepositional phrase in v.a, but rather the 'parallel' verbal form in v.b.
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tween the translator's rendering here (HIDXID brJ) and that at 39:27
(liQio: -pOKO by MT: yy). The occurrence ofHp with the prefix kaph is found
twice in the text leading up to chapter 36 (30:18 \pp and 33:6 TjD?; see also 39:27
^ppphV). It seems quite possible that when confronted by the phrase □,S?~<7V here in
parallel with 'and he commands/ed', the similarity between tpS? and occurrences
such as \pp and (and especially 39:27 ^pppVv) has led to the present translation.
:Ya;? an* Stfa rrar TS'birDK 39:27
I I. , . T . ; v AT - J* : - * • \ —
[njbp nrr kisn[*a jb: [njhrr -ppap bv ik hqio
trpsDntf niT/cr-p mm ran# paia lira by pa Rtgjob
r» v\ cn 1 n Tijtoo r€\ * ' p_. cr\2?ac\_S A a, P-Job
Is it at your command that the eagle mounts up and makes his nest on high? RSV
At thy command goeth an eagle up high? Or lifteth he up his nest? YLT
Whatever factors have contributed to the provision of PPIQ^fD by in llQlO's
rendering of 36:32, the explanation of its occurrence here is comparatively straightfor¬
ward. While all three versions understand the Hebrew use ofHp 'mouth' as referring to
'that which comes out the mouth (i.e., command)'1000 and provide appropriate specifica¬
tion in their respective translations, the manner in which they do so differs. While
11Q10 simply substitutes "pftNft 'your command' for the Hebrew ?pp 'your mouth',
RtgJob supplies a similar noun "WO 'word/command' but prefers to place it in con¬
struct with a more semantically proximate rendering "[1312 'your mouth'.1001 The Sy-
io°° g Dhorme, A Commentary on the Book ofJob, 610 provides other examples of this usage in the He¬
brew Bible (e.g. Gen. 45:21).
1001 C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 87.
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riac translation provides a parallel to that of RtgJob, for P-Job shows Syriac 'word'
in construct with uyncva, its translation ofHebrew 'your mouth'.1 02
While the above two passages are the only two in which memra appears in
11Q10, C. Mangan follows Weiss in documenting the extensive and varied use of this
term in RtgJob. C. Mangan sees the development of the use of this term as follows: The
expression was first used pronominally with reference to humans ([i.e., my memra = me]
7:8; 19:18; 27:03; 30:20; 34:2). This pronominal use was then extended and applied to
the divine (1:10,11; 2:3, 5; 13:9; 15:30 (var.); 21:15), with the result that memra over
time, came to function first as a title (see 1:21 ;2:9; 4:9; 29:5; 42:9,10,12) and then
eventually to replace terms such as 'spirit' (15:30), 'breath' (4:9; 32:8; 33:4; 37:10) and
as we saw here in 39:27 'mouth'.1003 How does llQlO's use of this expression fit in
with this hypothetical reconstruction of the development of memra? As we have seen,
the Qumran translation's use of memra is restricted to functioning as an equivalent for
Hebrew 'mouth' at 39:27 (and at 36:32, either 'hand, palm' or 'mouth'). As such, it is
unexpectedly in the position ofmanifesting the final stage ofMangan's hypothetical line
of development despite being clearly the earliest extant Aramaic translation of the He¬
brew Bible. The merely unexpected becomes slightly awkward when it is noted that at
locations such as Job 40:6, 42:1 and 42:10 where a substantial proportion of textual wit¬
nesses to RtgJob preserve memra in connection with the divine name (according to
Mangan, a prior stage in the use of the expression i.e. NTO"^), neither the Qumran
nor Syriac translators parallel this usage.
The retention of this hypothesis as a viable explanation would seem to require
that one posit either: a) the 'earlier' usage pattern reflected in the association with the
divine name has been edited out of the Qumran 'targum' leaving only the final stage of
development, or b) 1 IQIO's use of memra cannot be accounted for within developmen¬
tal theories of this term's usage within classical targumic literature. While either of
1002 Elsewhere in Job (41:11, 13) the Aramaic translators render HD consistently with its Aramaic cognate.
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these suggestions are at least theoretically possible, the lines of discontinuity marked out
by the present study between the Qumran and Rabbinic 'targums' might favour the lat¬
ter. In fact, however, Walter Aufrecht, realising the importance of 11Q10 as an early
witness to Aramaic translation of Scripture, has postulated a line of development which
seeks to place 1 IQIO's use within the context of wider targumic usage and in doing so,
effectively stands Mangan's suggested theory of development on its head.1004 Aufrecht
posits a line of development which begins with memrci as a standard translation for HD
and hip, whether divine or human. Tracing the development through Onkelos and Ps-J
to the Palestinian Targums, Aufrecht presents evidence which suggests that over time
this term tended to be reserved more and more for the divine 'mouth' and 'voice'.1005
This theory at least has the benefit of locating llQlO's use ofmemra at an earlier phase
vis-a-vis the later RtgJob. The Syriac parallel (uy*>cl°> to 11Q10 and RtgJob here,
while not making use of memra, lines up well with Aufrecht's suggestion that at least
the origins (if not the later development) of the use of this expression are to be explained
in linguistic-stylistic terms rather than theological-ideological ones.
1003 C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, 6. See also C. Mangan, 'Some Observations on the Date'.
1004 W. Aufrecht, 'Aramaic Studies', 62-66. See A. Chester, Divine Revelation, 293-313 for an evaluation
and criticism of the theories ofMunoz Leon and Hayward which suggest that memra is a creative theo¬
logical concept in the targum. Chester (311) rightly sees this theologically significant use ofmemra as
being a secondary development of its original exegetical-translational function. See also V. Hamp, Der
BegriffWovT in den aramdischen Bibeliibersetzungen (Munich: 1938).
1005 W. Aufrecht, 'Aramaic Studies', 65. 'The term memra, which was used initially as a simple equivalent
of Hebrew hip, came to be used as a means of designating those passages which referred to God's voice
alone. This is most fully and consistently developed in the Palestinian Targums, where memra is used
only in relation to the divine Pip.
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is completely ignored. It was a theological research student, George Wieland,
currently Minister of the Abbeyfield Baptist Church in Edinburgh, who first
drew my attention to the occurrence of exarchein in the LXX. Great thanks
are due to him for suggesting the line of enquiry here pursued.
To conclude: in the ninety or so years since the discovery of the exarchon
epitaphs, no explanation satisfactory to all has been offered for this uniquely
Jewish title. Although considerable attention was given early in the century to
the function and meaning of exarchon and related words in literary sources
post-dating the epitaphs, the literary antecedents of exarchon were never ex¬
amined. That was a great pity, for, as this paper has demonstrated, it is the
earlier literary material that indicates with considerable clarity the proba¬
ble meaning of the title. For centuries 'pagan' Greek writers used exarchein
predominantly in the literal sense of leading out singing. The authors of the
LXX, although employing the word in a different cultural context, did not
alter significantly either its basic sense or its function. That does not mean,
however, that the word underwent no development in Jewish hands. As we
have seen, sometimes it was used in different ways (one thinks here of Philo's
figurative use of exarchos and exarchein) and on occasion it spawned new
forms—the title exarchon at Rome, subtly different from the pagan Greek
term exarchos, being the main example. Critical for these developments was
the high standing of the LXX among Greek-speaking Diasporan Jews and
its use of i^rjpxc at the very climax of the Exodus narrative, the Song of the
Sea (Exodus 15:21).85 Regular users of the LXX cannot have failed to notice
that verb there, given the centrality of the Exodus episode to Jewish ritual
and self-identity, and those with a modicum of linguistic ability will not have
been slow to recognise its potential usefulness. What word could be more ap¬
propriate for furnishing a title for the leader of contemporary congregational
antiphony than that used of the Israelite leadership at the Red Sea, when it
led out the nation's first recorded antiphonal song of praise and thanksgiving
to God?
85 On the importance of the Song of Moses to Diaspora Jews, see M. Hengei, Studies in Early
Christology (Edinburgh, 1995), p. 229, n. 6. I am grateful to Professor Horbury for drawing my
attention to this reference.
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Will the Real Targurn Please Stand Up?
Translation and Coordination in the Ancient
Aramaic Versions ofJob *
David Shepherd
New College, Edinburgh University
If the seventeenth-century English playwright and poet Ben Jonson wasnev r d sti ed for the fame which his contemporary William Shakespeare
enjoys in modern times, his slender volume on English grammar published
posthumously provides a succint definition which may serve as a suitable
starting point for the present study: A conjunction is a word without num¬
ber, knitting divers speeches together.'1 While Jonson lacks the precision of a
modern linguist, his definition of the syntactic category known as 'conjunc¬
tion' nevertheless captures the essence of the matter: conjunctions tie things
together.2 For readers of Biblical Hebrew, it is perhaps merely a happy coinci¬
dence thatMr Jonson's reference to 'conjunction' as a '... word without num¬
ber' suggests familiarity not only with a Hebrew idiom ("ISpa fX) but also the
great frequency with which waw, that most famous of Hebrew conjunctions,
appears in prose passages of the Tanakh.3 Questions of Jonson's knowledge of
Hebrew aside, it is immediately evident to even beginning students in Biblical
Hebrew that the Hebrew waw not only possesses a bewildering array of func¬
tions but also reappears with—from an English perspective at least—almost
mind-numbing regularity in Hebrew narrative. It is not surprising then that
English translators, when confronted by a Hebrew text which, by Germanic
standards, appears far too well-coordinated, have introduced modifications
into their translations in order to produce a stylistically acceptable English
rendering.4
The author would like to thank Drs Timothy Lim, Peter Hayman (Edinburgh University)
and Willem Smelik (University College London) for their constructive comments on the present
study. Whatever defects remain in what follows are of course the sole responsibility of the author.
1 Ben Jonson, English Grammar (approx. 1637), p. xxii.
2 See for example, the definition found in a recent introduction to linguistics: 'A functional
category that joins together two or more categories of the same type', M. Dobrovolsky and W.
O'Grady, Contemporary Linguistic Analysis: An Introduction (1992), p. 588.
3 The English expression 'without number' corresponds precisely to the Hebrew phrase (fN
ISOa) which occurs on numerous occasions throughout the Hebrew Bible, e.g. Gen. 41:49; Ju.
6:5, 7:12; Jer. 2:32; Joel 1:6; and three times in Job (5:9, 9:10, 21:33). While translators since have
provided a variety of English paraphrases for this expression, the AV (1611) most often renders
this Hebrew with its literal English equivalent. It may well have been that Jonson's use of this
English expression was unconciously reinforced by his familiarity with the English versions of the
Bible current in the late 16th and early 17th centuries. Although somewhat dated, C. S. Lewis,
The Literary Impact of the Authorised Version (1950), pp. 11-20, provides a brief but nuanced
discussion of the different ways in which the K.JV has influenced English literature and speech,
finding the greatest impact in the area of imagery and preservation of vocabulary for archaic or
poetical use and—to a lesser extent—in terms of style and rhythm.
4 This point is well expressed by, for example Millar Burrows in his contribution to the Intro-
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Neither is it surprising that the translators of antiquity too have been faced
by this same problem in their attempts to render the Hebrew text into intelligi¬
ble and acceptable Greek, Latin, Armenian, Aramaic, Syriac etc. The follow¬
ing paper then is an attempt to explore the ways in which translators working
in three dialects ofAramaic have treated the conjunction waw in their respec¬
tive versions of the Hebrew book of Job. It is hoped that such an analysis will
shed light not only on the relationship between the Aramaic versions but also
on the wider question of the ancient Aramaic translators' attitude toward the
Hebrew text they were translating.
I. Preliminary Considerations
While other Aramaic versions of the Book of Job do exist, the following study
necessarily focuses on three unmediated translations of a Hebrew source text
into Aramaic: (1) the Qumran targum of Job, (2) the Rabbinic targum of Job,
and (3) the Syriac Peshitta of Job.5 The question of the nature of this Hebrew
source text may well impinge on the present discussion, but it is perhaps more
useful to postpone any treatment of this issue until the textual material has
been presented. As part of our working hypothesis then, we simply note the
general scholarly consensus that the Peshitta, Rabbinic Targum and Qumran
Targum have all been translated from a Hebrew Vorlage which basically re¬
sembles the Masoretic Text.6 Although the study of these Aramaic versions
has obviously not generated the same volume of scholarly output as the Ma¬
soretic Text(s) of Job, considerable ink has been spent on the elucidation of
both general and more specific features of the texts in question.7 And while
duction to the Revised Standard Version of the Old Testament, a collection of essays by members
of the Revision Committee, ed. L. A Weigle (1952), p. 57: 'The Hebrew language is not as richly
endowed with conjunctions as English, and cannot as readily indicate the relations between ideas
by subordination of clauses. A succession of co-ordinate clauses bound togther by the conjunc¬
tion "and" is therefore characteristic of Hebrew syntax. In English, however, it is an unpleasing
and unnecessary impoverishment of expression and is considered incompatible with good liter¬
ary style. In other words, the Hebrew conjunction ordinarily translated "and" carries a variety of
meanings for which English has different conjunctions. Consequently the RSV sometimes reads
"when" or "then" or "so", as the sense may require, and sometimes the conjunction is simply
omitted especially at the beginning of a sentence or paragraph. That this has not been done more
freely must be attributed to reluctance to sacrifice the familiar flavor of the older translations
5 The Hebrew texts which ultimately lie behind both the Syro-hexaplaric version and the CPA
lectionary fragments of Job have been mediated by the LXX translation of Job, whose influence is
evident by virtue of the literal translation approach adopted by the Syriac translators. For a brief
bibliography of the Syriac versions, see S. P. Brock 'Syriac Versions', Anchor Bible Dictionary
(1992), VI, pp. 794-99.
6 See for example: (RtgJob) C. Mangan, The Targum of Job, AramBib 15 (1991), p. 14; R.
Weiss, DTK "IDOV 'aiNn Minn (1979), p. 114ff; (P-Job) H. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the
Septuagint on the Peshitta', CuQ 60 (1998), p. 255; G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book of Job
(1994), p. 363; (11Q10) E. W. Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten van de Targum van Job uil Grot
XI, PhD dissertation (1970), p. 48; J. P. M. Van der Ploeg and A. S. Van der Woude, Le Targum
de Job de la Grotte XI de Qumran (1971), p. 6.
7 For a relatively recent bibliography of work on 11Q10 and RtgJob see W. E. Aufrecht, 'A
Bibliography of the Job Targumim', Newsletter for Targumic and Cognate Studies, Supplement
3 (1987). For P-Job see P. Dirksen, 'Supplement to Annotated Bibliography', The Peshitta as
a Translation (1995), pp. 221-36. The Aramaic texts utilised in the present study are (unless
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constraints of space do not allow for a full discussion of the characteristics
of these versions, it is sufficient for our purposes to observe that recent re¬
search has led scholars to the conclusion that the Peshitta, Rabbinic targum
and Qumran targum constitute independent renderings of the Hebrew text
and furthermore, that no substantial evidence of any mutual or reciprocal
influence amongst the versions exists.8
Previous research on the present topic—Aramaic Job translators' treatment
of Hebrew waw—has been for the most part limited to independent treat¬
ments of the respective Aramaic versions. If noted at all in commentaries or
studies of these versions, the omission, addition or substitution of the waw is
primarily cited on a case by case basis often without explanation or further
discussion.9 E. Tuinstra was the first to look at the phenomenon in the Qum¬
ran targum, providing select examples of the translator's addition, omission
and substitution of waw in an early dissertation on the text in Dutch.10 It
is, however, obvious that it was never Tuinstra's goal to provide a comprehen¬
sive and systematic account of the translator's treatment of the waw but rather
to provide several representative examples for each category. In an attempt to
avoid conclusions which reflect a merely anecdotal assessment of the Aramaic
versions, the following studywill be based on a systematic comparison of their
treatment within a defined textual sample. As Cave 11 has preserved the Qum¬
ran targum of Job only partially, this text is necessarily the lowest common
denominator among the three versions, and any synoptic comparison must
be necessarily restricted to the approximately 15% of the 42 chapters of the
text of Job preserved in the Qumran text's 39 columns.11 Of the 39 columns
otherwise noted) 11Q10: M. Sokoloff (1974); RtgJob: D. Stec, The Text of the Targum of Job
(1994) (MS Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Urbinas I=D; for sigla of other MSS listed in this
study see Stec) (RtgJob); P-Job: L. G. Rignell, The Old Testament in Syriac (Leiden edition, 1982)
(MS B. 21, Milan, Ambrosian Library=7al). Sokoloff's text is augmented by the inclusion of the
additional fragment published originally by B. E. Zuckerman and S. A. Reed, A Fragment of an
Unstudied Column of HQtgJob: A Preliminary Report', The Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon
Newsletter 10 (1993), pp 1-7. H. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Septuagint on the Peshitta', p. 25,
notes that the text tradition of P-Job lacks the earliest text phase of the Peshitta identified by M.
Koster (see most recently 'The Copernican Revolution in the Study of the Origins of the Peshitta',
Targum Studies 2, ed. P. V. M. Flesher (1998), pp. 15-54). While 7al is then a representative of
the earliest available stage of the text of P-Job, we unfortunately lack the evidence which would
allow us to speak of earlier translators' (or transmitters') treatment of the waw.
8 Both J. Wilson, '1 lQtgJob and the Question of the Essene-Edessa Connection' (paper de¬
livered at the 1997 Jerusalem Congress marking the Fiftieth Anniversary of the discovery of the
DSS), and H. Szpek, 'On the Influence of the Targum on the Peshitta to Job', in Targum Studies
(1998), pp. 141-57, have apparently arrived at the same conclusions independently.
9 E.g. Rignell, pp. 279, 300 etc.; S. A. Kaufman, 'The Job Targum from Qumran', JAOS 93
(1973), p. 318.
10 Tuinstra, Hermeneutische Aspecten... (1970), p. 49, includes, in a list of various divergences
from MT, a number of instances where 11Q10 adds (29:24, 29:25, 30:13, 32:16, 34:15, 36:15,
36:25, 39:8, 39:26, 41:16) and omits (19:15, 21:25, 24:12, 25:1, 26:14, 27:12, 27:16, 27:18, 29:10,
29:11, 34:29, 36:7) the waw. He also includes examples of the translator's substitution of his own
Aramaic expression in place of the Hebrew waw (21:4, 25:3, 32:2, 36:26) as well as locations where
he has apparently replaced an MT expression with a waw (21:7, 27:11, 36:30). S. A. Kaufman,
'The Job Targum from Qumran', p. 318, also provides a small list of additions (II, 4; IV, 3, 4; V, 5;
VIII, 2; X, 5; XI, 2; XIV, 2) and omissions (e.g. XIV, 9; XXIV, 9; XXVII, 9; XXIX, 5).
11 The previous total of 38 (Editio Princeps) was augmented by the discovery and, in 1993,
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extant, a total of 29 serve as the sample for the present study.12 While such a
sample would undoubtedly be insufficient to support certain types of analy¬
ses, the frequency with which the waw appears in these texts allows us to place
some confidence in the validity of the conclusions reached.13
In her work on the Peshitta of Job, Heidi Szpek introduced a degree of
sophistication and systematisation into her analysis of the Syriac translator's
treatment of the waw. While Szpek too made use of the same general cate¬
gories of Addition, Omission, Substitution she went beyond Tuinstra to con¬
sider the motivation for the various modifications14—that is, in a given case,
why does the Syriac translator of P-Job diverge from the Masoretic text in his
use of the wawl While Szpek's study does indeed inform the present paper,
the inclusion of two independent Aramaic translations means that her frame¬
work and set of categories have inevitably required a measure of adjustment
in order that the present analysis take account of all the data relevant to the
present discussion.15 Because the sample is limited to material preserved in
the Qumran translation the present study is of course not able to take account
of the entire range of data analysed by Szpek.
As an exhaustive study of even the present topic would require a far more
extensive treatment than may be provided here, the discussion will be orien¬
tated by the following three questions:
1. How do the translators responsible for the Aramaic translations of the
Hebrew book of Job treat and represent the waw conjunction in their
respective renderings?
2. How do the various Aramaic versions relate to each other in terms of
their treatment of this conjunction?
3. What light, if any, do the answers to the above questions shed on the
wider question of the definition of Targum' and the classification of the
Aramaic versions of Job?
In attempting to come to grips with these three questions, the discussion
will be based on a series of examples drawn from the texts themselves. How¬
ever, in order to try and avoid the distortions that may occur when select
examples are drawn from a larger body of material these examples will be
supplemented with some graphical representations of the data under consid¬
eration. Although the discussion proper will be limited to the ancient Aramaic
publication of fragment 6a (Column Vila) by Zuckerman and Reed (see note 7 above). The
column was subsequently included in 1 lQtargumJob as published in F. Martinez et al., Qumran
Cave 11 Discoveries in the Judaean Desert 23 (1998).
12 Columns I-IX; XX-XXXVIII.
13 Because it is the latter portion ot the dialogues and the epilogue which are preserved in
translation by 11Q10, the sample is drawn from both poetic and prose material.
14 H. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job, SBLDS 137 (1992), p. 117.
15 Categories: Omission, Error, Redundancy. Addition: larger addition, implicit to explicit
exegesis, intra and parallel verse influence but primarily language difference. H. Szpek, 'On the
Influence of the Targum ...p. 144, includes 11Q10 in her study of the possible influences of
the targumic tradition on P-Job, but does not appear to have extended her comparison of the
treatment of the waw to the Qumran text (n. 20).
92 JOURNAL OF JEWISH STUDIES
versions, parallel examples may be drawn from modern Bible versions where
relevant in order to illustrate a particular issue or phenomenon.16
It is neither possible nor necessary here to rehearse the multitude of func¬
tions assigned by modern grammarians to the Hebrew conjunction waw. In
addition to the well known (but only partially understood) role the waw plays
in the Biblical Hebrew verbal system,17 the waw serves a wide variety of both
coordinative and non-coordinative syntactic functions.18 In the examples be¬
low consideration will be given to the particular function of the waw in both
the Hebrew text and its Aramaic renderings. However, an exhaustive analysis
of coordination in either the Hebrew book of Job or its Aramaic versions is
not intended. Rather, the following study will focus on the representation of
the waw in Aramaic translation generally as an index of the respective trans¬
lators' attitudes toward the Hebrew text.
II. Modifications Unique to the Respective Aramaic Versions
While we will eventually turn to the question of possible parallels in the Ara¬
maic versions' treatment of the conjunction, it seems wise to deal first with
the cases in which one of the three shows a divergence from the Hebrew text
not attested in the other two at the same location.
A. 11Q10
Al. Minus
While the Aramaic translation found at Qumran occasionally lacks a waw
where it appears in the middle of a Hebrew verse, the majority of the other¬
wise unattested minuses are found at the beginning of a verse.19 In fact these
unique initial waw minuses occur in 11Q10 only at the beginning of a partic¬
ular type of verse, illustrated here by 23:1:
16 As mostmodern translations are based primarily on the MT. their treatment of the waw can
in most cases be safely attributed to translator's intervention rather than an alternate Vorlage.
Unless otherwise noted, the English translations which appear in the present study have been
drawn from the following sources: MT: Revised Standard Version, F. Martinez et al., DJD 23
(11Q10); C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob (RtgJob); author's own translation (P-Job).
17 See for instance B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax
(1990), 29.0, for a balanced evaluation of competing (and to some extent mutually enriching)
theories of the Biblical Hebrew verbal system. Despite some evidence of the vravv-contrastive
in Old Aramaic (V. Sasson, 'Some Observations on the Use and Original Purpose of the waw
Consecutive in Old Aramaic and Biblical Hebrew', VT 47, pp. 111-27), the present study finds
no such evidence in the dialects of Aramaic utilised by the three translators of Job.
18 R. J. Williams, Hebrew Syntax: An Outline (1967), pp. 72-73, gives examples of co¬
ordinative, disjunctive, adversative, alternative, explicative, pleonastic, accompaniment, compar¬
ative, emphatic, sarcastic, resumptive, adjunctive and distributive functions. B. Waltke and M.
O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew ... (39.2), provide examples of disjunctive, con¬
junctive and epexegetical waw under the broad classification of coordination by waw. Finally
J. C. L. Gibson, 'Coordination by Vav in Biblical Hebrew', in Words Remembered, Texts Re¬
newed, eds Davies, Harvey, Watson (1994), pp. 272-79, follows F. I. Anderson, The Sentence in
Biblical Hebrew (1974), pp. 66-69, in listing the coordinative functions of waw in the Hebrew
sentence as: conjunctive, chiastic, alternative, contrastive, antithetical.
19 Medial minuses occur at 19:15 and 21:5, but in both cases the fragmentary state of the text
contributes to the difficulty with which a motivation can be detected.
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nain arx 23:1
[-)]»X1 3VX ) meat 11Q10
nasi ars rrnx(i) RtgJob
.torCO jCb r< r<J_s,(a) P"Job
While a vacat in the text clearly indicates that the Qumran translator has
understood that a new section in the text is beginning, the translation lacks
the initial waw present in the MT and the other Aramaic versions.20 Similarly
at 25:1, 40:6 and 42:1, where the translator of 11Q10 has encountered this
same introductory phrase the conjunction is also lacking. Bruce Zuckerman
has noted that the lack of conjunction in this type of introductory sequence
in 11Q10 ("10S1 . . . X3S7) is paralleled by the introductory expressions in the
Imperial Aramaic of Daniel and Ahiqar where the conjunction is similarly
lacking.21 As may be seen from the treatment of IDN'I in this same verse,
none of the Aramaic translators 'need' the waw in order to preserve the He¬
brew narrative tense.22 That the waw is nevertheless lacking in identical con¬
texts in these four locations suggests that the translator has omitted it, having
perceived it as superfluous to an idiomatic Aramaic rendering of the verse.
A2. Plus
There are also instances where the translation from Qumran diverges from
the MT in providing a waw where the conjunction is neither attested in the
Hebrew nor in the other Aramaic versions. As may be seen below in 32:15,
where this type of plus occurs medially, it often serves to link two propositions
which are merely juxtaposed in the Hebrew:23
tD^Vp ana ip'nypj) nx? us-n'1? inn 32:15
[...] pmn mtsj(i) rtfnm l iqio
pnia ipVnox() am irrnx nana RtgJob
aniklO _nm 1 -n cm ) .,cnOr<iA joXa CUdAx P-Job
In verse 15 of Job, chapter 32, where Elihu upbraids Job's 'friends', the
MT does not include any linking conjunctions ('They are shattered, they've
20 E. Kutsch, 'Die Textgliederung im hebraischen Ijobbuch sowie in 4QtgJob und in llQt-
gJob', Biblische Zeitschrift 27 [2] (1983), pp. 221-28.
21 B. E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation in 11QTGJOB: A Preliminary Study, unpub¬
lished PhD diss. Yale: UMI (1980), pi 292 nn. 51, 52. See. for example, Daniel 2:5, 8, 15, 20, 26,
27, 47, etc., and Ahiqar 110, 118, etc.
22 B. E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation ..., p. 236, notes that 11Q10 translates the
Hebrew vraw+imperf. with this form. For the Aramaic use of the iwm'+imperfect form see note
17 above.
23 Such medial plusses occur at 32:15, 35:10, 39:3 and 39:4 (partially due to intra-verse influ¬
ence). Such asyndetic coordination is not uncommon in Hebrew poetry; see J. C Gibson, 'Coor¬
dination by Vav in Biblical Hebrew', p. 278. Two interesting exceptions to the rule are preserved
in 1 IQIO's translation of 33:25 and 39:21, where the translator has supplied the waw as part of
a translation which diverges from the MT considerably. Here it is used to integrate interpreta¬
tive material into the translation. At 39:23 the waw is added by the translator due to an error in
recognition or interpretation of two Hebrew terms in construct.
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stopped answering, they are lost for words' [lit. words are removed from
them]), preferring rather to link the clauses asyndetically. Although the Qum-
ran translation of 32:15 is not preserved in its entirety,24 sufficient material
remains to see that 11Q10 includes a waw conjunction which serves to explic¬
itly mark the co-ordination between the Aramaic rendering of these clauses
'and they were silent... and I withheld from them [words?]'. While the syntax
of the Hebrew seems unambiguous and neither RtgJob nor P-Job show the
addition of the conjunction, the Aramaic translator appears to have provided
the conjunction as a means of making the relationship between the clauses
utterly clear.
On other occasions the Qumran translation has a waw plus at the beginning
of a verse where it is lacking both in the MT and in the other Aramaic versions
of Job. The following example, drawn from Job 39:6, 7 and 8 illustrates this
type ofmodification:25
innVa lira nans 39:6
nrrVa y*"i*xa nnui nrra ntfm rritf n liqio
snx TTUDtfm rrrra x-iur» Tnt? n RtgJob
■CDl» l rm .crA. -i rA_i^GL£ ' P-Job
tsaer XV ivm rnxwri rrnj? yibnb pnfcK) 39:7
| xb trbtf ntrai x,_ip ppn xrana by pxn(t) l iqio
xb nxn xntfnnx xrvnp tfinb pnr() RtgJob
r<Ao tpv Aij"t rdo r^tcul.t n?r<!\CUX> A_l. ) P-Job
piT-bs -inxi wypa ann nrK) 39:8
fjiT | piT ha man []]mD nb ma^i) 1 iqio
tyyayyarr xpiT ba mai rrsnn xmo b^bxH) RtgJob
.jcrC.T A^ \ a .crA . \ nfn0^cimz3( ) P-Job
In her analysis of P-Job's treatment of the waw, Heidi Szpek has suggested
that when the waw plus occurs in the Peshitta of Job at the beginning of a
verse, it serves either to initiate a new unit of meaning (e.g. P-Job 1:16) or to
continue a semantic unit begun in the preceding verse (e.g. P-Job 1:17, 18).26
All of the unique waw plusses in 11Q10 appear to belong to the latter category
24 Although it is by no means certain (because the end of the preceding line, XXI, 6, is not
preserved), most commentators have assumed that 11Q10 Ttrnm, 'they were silent', corresponds
to Heb. "TO US-N'b, 'they did not answer again'; see, for example, Editio Princeps, p. 53, M.
Sokoloff, The Targum to Job from Qumran, p. 208, and B. Jongeling, Een Aramees boek Job
uit de Bibliotheek van Qumran (1974), p. 88. If so, this is an example of 11Q10 opting for an
interpretative translation much like P-Job utilises in 32:11 (interpreting mbnih, 'I waited', as
meaning stqt, 'I was silent'). Whatever the correspondence in the first stich, the addition of the
conjunction medially seems indisputable.
25 Medial waw plusses appearing in these verses (and shared by P-Job and 11Q10) will be dealt
with below.
26 H. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job ..., pp. 127-28.
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illustrated above.27 In Job 39:5-8, the so-called Voice from the Whirlwind
poses a series of rhetorical questions which are used to emphatically press
home the point that it is God, and not man that ultimately rules and provides
for the animal kingdom:
(39:5 'Who has let the wild ass go free? Who has loosed the bonds of the
swift ass,)
39:6 to whom i have given the steppe for his home, and the salt land for
his dwelling place?
39:7 He scorns the tumult of the city; he hears not the shouts of the
driver.
39:8 He ranges the mountains as his pasture, and he searches after every
green thing.
The text of 11Q10 shows conjunctions at the beginning of verse 7 ("|Xn(l)
KOTO Vl7, 'and he laughs at the tumult ...') and verse 8 ([]]"mt3 H1? "inaKl)
msnV28 'and he chooses mountains for himself as his past[ure]). While nei¬
ther the MT nor the other Aramaic versions possess the conjunctions at these
points, these plusses in 11Q10 apparently serve to provide the Aramaic reader
of the translation with explicit markers of coordination in this passage.29
A3. Substitution
While the Qumran Aramaic translation of Job shows several unique waw
plusses and minuses, substitutions found only in this text are comparatively
rare. In the example from 32:2a shown below, 1 lQlO's use of },1N, 'then',
in place of the Hebrew conjunction serves not to link what follows with the
preceding material but, on the contrary to emphasise the beginning of a new
section (marked as ntTiriS, 'open', in the Masoretic text).
d-j nnstfan ■'nan px -in»(i) 32:2
[. . . ]SaT) S7-IT | [. . .]tn (px) (vacat preceding line) 11Q10
nmax nom p nxra Vxa-ia ~ia niivVnt xtm ppnCi) RtgJob
Cl^r.>Xx ypn KUicvzj A.r^. Un Xn pen Ar^ ikiznAr^jo) P-Job
27 Initial plusses include 39:7, 8, 25; 40:30; and 41:16. A waw also appears in 11Q10 as an initial
plus at 32:16, but the text's fragmentary state of preservation precludes a decision regarding its
function.
28 Both I IQlO's translation ofMT 1VP, 'to seek out (select), spy out, explore', as ~irn\ 'he
selects', and its addition of a suffixed preposition nb, 'for himself', suggest that it has incorrectly
understood this occurrence of the Hebrew verb in the light of its usage in passages such as Nu.
10:33, Dt. 1:33 and Ezek. 20:6, where this Hebrew lexeme takes the lamedh as preposition with
the meaning 'choose/select'. F. Martinez et at., Qumran Cave II , p. 157, are thus not entirely
correct in suggesting that RtgJob ('He explores the mountains ...') and 11Q10 share a common
interpretation. See KB1 Tin 1, pp. 573-74.
29 Although the Aramaic translator of 11Q10 has similarly added a waw at the beginning of
his translation of 39:25, F. Martinez et at, Qumran Cave II ..., p. 159, have neglected to render
it in their English translation. If not accidental, this omission of the Aramaic waw in English
translation is a testimony to the pressure which may be exerted by English stylistic preferences
even in a scholarly translation of an ancient text.
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(Then) Eli'hu the son of Bar'achel the Buzite, of the family of Ram, became
angry. He was angry at Job because he justified himself rather than God; (RSV)
While this text division is marked in P-Job as well by at the end of the
preceding verse (32; 1), the Syriac translation itself has not been altered in
the light of this textual division as appears to be the case in 11Q10. Of the
Aramaic translators it is only 11Q10 who has chosen to explicitly mark the
beginning of this new section with an alternative lexeme in his translation.30
The other unique substitution occurring at the beginning of a verse is found
at 36:28 where the Qumran translator provides a waw where the Hebrew text
begins with the relative pronoun C")tt>X).31
B. P-Job
B1. Minus
Like the Qumran Aramaic translation, P-Job shows unique waw minuses both
at the beginning of a verse and at various points medially. At 17:15, near the
beginning of the synoptic Aramaic Job material, we see that P-Job shows a
waw minus at the beginning of the verse where the other Aramaic versions
follow the MT in providing the conjunction:
vnpn ibx rrx(j)
[ ]X 1DX x»(i)
nxao "OH jxyjxnCi)
i i-im \ CI - r^( )
() 'Where then is my hope? ...' (ASV, RSV, NIV, NRSV)
P-Job, along with most modern English versions, does not include the con¬
junction following 17:13-14 ('If I look for Sheol as my house, if I spread my
couch in darkness; if I say to. the pit, "You are my father", and to the worm,
"My mother, or My sister", Where [Heb. rrx(j)] then is my hope ...'). It ap¬
pears to be the case that both Syriac and English translators have perceived
the waw to be stylistically surplus to requirements and not worthy of repre-
311 Although the waw here does not function as a 'true' disjunctive in the Hebrew (1+non-
verb; see T. Lambdin, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew (1971), p. 162), it is apparently perceived as
such by the Aramaic translator as its consecutive-contrastive function is no longer pertinent. The
Aramaic adverb now serves the function of the disjunctive, that is, it refers to new participants
or announce a shift of scenery (B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew
Syntax, 39.2.3). It is of course here at the beginning of Chapter 32 that the much debated Elihu
speeches begin.
31 The translator of 11Q10 opts to substitute the waw conjunction for the Hebrew relative
pronoun, thereby transforming the Hebrew subordinate construction ('he distills his mist in rain,
which the skies pour down') into a coordinate one ('... he forms the blasts of rain. And his clouds
send down ...'). While this same modification is attested elsewhere in P-Job (e.g. 22:10), 11Q10's
proximate translation of the relative pronoun in the initial position elsewhere (22:16, 34:27, 37:17,
39:6) suggests that the motivation for this adjustment here is probably the stylistic preference of
the translator rather than linguistic necessity. 11Q10 also uniquely substitutes Aramaic IK. "or',
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sentation in their respective target texts.32 It may be that the Syriac translator
has seen the Hebrew adverb 1DX (rendered by all three versions) as marking
the apodosis 'If... where then is my hope?' despite the fact that it may here
be functioning merely disjunctively. This, then would be an additional moti¬
vation for omitting the conjunction.
Unlike 11Q10 however, which primarily shows its unique minuses initially,
the Syriac translation of Job provides the majority of its unique minuses me¬
dially. An example from 38:3 also cited by Szpek provides an illustration of
this phenomenon:
risr-prKi) Tj^stPNCp spxVn lap 38:3
mns •wnnCi) -pVxiaw -psjVn -d*5*d ni -ion l iqio
rusmnnCi) -psnxCi) ys-in maj -pn pna/pa tit RtgJob
.,1 . -.TCIr^l ) i/Ar£iirr( ) cry^jj ^*■'\ <-rV-<< rCl icucre P-Job
Gird up your loins like a man, ()'I will question you, (and) you shall declare to
me. RSV
Here the Hebrew composer of the divine speeches uses the waw to con¬
join three clauses ('Gird up', 'so that I may question you' 'Make known to
me').33 While the conjunctions are preserved in RtgJob and 11Q10, the Syr¬
iac version omits these in its rendering of the Hebrew.34 Confirmation that
the Syriac translator has a preference for leaving simple verbal clauses such
as these without an explicit Syriac conjunction is provided by 40:7, 11 and
42:4. Where the waw is used conjunctively in these locations, it is also omitted
by P-Job.35
B2. Plus
As is the case with 11Q10, P-Job shows unique waw plusses both initially
and medially. The addition of an initial conjunction reflects the translator's
perception that a given verse is related to the one(s) which precedes it and its
provision serves to make explicit this linkage:
OcVarr m hits in^rr a,TSl? rsa() 41:11
pOT HEW ME^a ppD" | pTD1? HOD p( ) 11Q10
32 H. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job..., pp. 118-19, offers the following as
the first of five constraints on P-Job's perception of the redundancy of waw: 'the waw conjunctive
is unnecessary in conjoining the apodosis to the protasis in a conditional proposition'.
33 The syntactic sequence in the Hebrew appears to be: Volitional form (Imperative)+C]+prefix
conjugationj+Volitional form (Imperative). II. Waltke and M. O'Connor, An Introduction to Bib¬
lical Hebrew Syntax ..., 39.2.2a, 2.5, define the function ot the conjunctive waw as joining '...
two clauses which describe interrelated or overlapping situations not otherwise logically related.
34 Other English versions such as ASV, NIV, and NRSV also retain only the latter waw in
translation.
35 H. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job, p. 119, n. 29, provides a list of such
omissions across the entire text of P-Job. At 36:7, P-Job omits the waw due to difficulties in its
rendering of the verse as a whole, while at 40:5, the omission seems to result from the translator's
perception of the waw as functionally superfluous.
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jparntfa nn psVrr smsa rraiDnC) RtgJob
i-i.-it uyr^o .i^Jtui Lrynf nfii<ayiX crencva "a'(") P-Job
In Chapter 41 of Job, the composer of the divine speeches paints a vivid
and memorable portrayal of the great sea creature Leviathan. After focusing
on the beast's fierceness, the poet depicts its formidable armament (v. 10): 'His
sneezings flash forth light, and his eyes are like the eyelids of the dawn. (v. 11)
Out of his mouth go flaming torches; sparks of fire leap forth.' As we have
seen above with the Qumran translator's rendering of 39:6-8,. here P-Job's
translation reflects an attempt to provide explicit markers of coordination be¬
tween verses in order to delineate the unit of meaning as he has perceived it
and to make this unit clear to the reader of the Syriac translation. The ad¬
dition of this conjunction at the beginning of verse 11 ((w)npqyn mn pwmh
Imp'd','and from his mouth lamps come forth ...') reflects and, when added
in the Syriac version, emphasises the semantic connections between verse 11
and the preceding verse.36 Even more common than initial plusses are the me¬
dial plusses which are unique to the Syriac amongst the Aramaic versions of
Job:37
:13 CnN-N1? -)3-ra ( ) flN-Vs T,ppnl7 38:26
H3 tm -ma () | snN bv nnmn1? 11Q10
:!"T3 »3-"13 xVt 13*TB ( ) 13J H3 D,l7T NinX pVv KIDO. . . RtgJob
jcjtra ^vA.T r^"t=j.Ti?lr3(a) .JCJ rC nA.T rdi-ir^ A-S. P-Job
to bring rain on a land where no man is, ( ) on the desert in which there is no
man; (RSV)
As is the case with 11Q10, the bulk of P-Job's unique waw plusses occur
between two independent stichs. Here it seems that the Syriac translator is
reproducing in his target text, a use of the conjunction common in Hebrew
verse. While two more or less synonymous propositions may be coordinated
asyndetically (i.e. without the conjunction) in Hebrew poetry, it is often the
case that the two stichs maybe joined through the use of the so-called epex-
egetical waw.38 Here in 38:26, where the Hebrew stichs are merely apposed,
36 Other unique initial plusses in P-Job occur at 23:4, 25:3, 33:7, 35:14, 36:29, 39:4, 40:11,
41:10. See H. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job ..., p. 126 n. 43, for other initial
plusses.
37 See for instance P-Job at 23:6, 31:40, 33:15, 35:9, 36:29 37:16, 38:8, 23, 39:23, 40:23, 41:9,
15. See also Szpek's list for the total picture in P-Job. I am unable to agree however with Szpek's
analysis of 24:15: although the Hebrew infinitival construction "ibN1?, 'saying', does not appear
often in the predominantly poetic book of Job, it is treated in 24:15 (w'mryn) in the same fashion
as it is in other parts of the Peshitta (i.e. provision of a conjunction followed by a verb of the
same root in a form determined by its grammatical context). See for instance in the Pentateuch:
Gen. 37:15; Exod. 7:16; Lev. 23:23; Num. 20:7; Deut. 27:1. Other locations where P-Job adds the
waw medially include 37:13 and 40:24.
38 B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax.... 39.2.4, suggest
that the function of the epexegetical conjunction is 'problematic'.in verse, but note that the waw
may in these circumstances function to intensify the poetic language. Should the waw which
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the Syriac translator appears to have replicated this epexegetical use by pro¬
viding the waw as an explicit marker of co-ordination. Although as a rule,
the waw is supplied in P-Job in response to the linguistic/stylistic demands,
on rare occasions the Syriac translator does make use of the conjunction to
incorporate additional material into his translation.39
B3. Substitution
As is the case with the Qumran translation, the Syriac translation of P-Job
occasionally shows a substitution of the MT conjunction which is otherwise
unattested in the Aramaic versions. Here in 25:4 we see an example of the
Syriac translation representing the waw with the Syriac conjunction 'w:
-ny nsr-nnOi) Vx-ay ithix 25:4
[... ]p-Dr N»(I) xnVxt • • •] HQio
:xnnN/-rV/Tiy -or nn(i) xn1?** oy un-in •dip n»i RtgJob
rCSJS-mr? (orQ .rtmXrt i rf "tra v-n rf \ . nt* P-Job
rtihbclrt lA. r<^\
How then can man be justified with God?
(or) how can he be clean [that is] born of a woman? (AV)
How then can man be righteous before God?
() How can he who is born of woman be clean? (RSV)
As Szpek has noted, P-Job has chosen to render the Hebrew waw (which
may be used to indicate 'or')40 with another coordinating conjunction ('w,
'or') used by the Syriac with the expressed purpose of joining alternatives.
While the Syriac translation of the two stiches exhibits slight deviations from
the MT ('How then is a man found/able41 to be just with God or how can one
born of a woman be pure') it is clear that through the substitution of Syriac
'w for the Hebrew waw, the translator of P-Job has made the 'alternative'
aspect of the two Hebrew stichs more explicit in his Syriac translation.42 It
is interesting to note that the Aramaic translation from Qumran makes this
exact same substitution ("IN for waw) in the preceding verse, where Bildad's
first pair of rhetorical questions emphasise the might of God. It seems that
while both the translators of 11Q10 and P-Job sensed the need for some type
is provided by the Syriac translator of P-Job in these circumstances be seen as paralleling the
function of the Hebrew epexegetical conjunction?
39 This use of the waw also appears in 11Q10 (see n. 23 above) but is relatively rare in both the
Syriac and Qumran versions when compared with uses dictated by language difference. While H.
Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job..., p. 122, has suggested that P-Job's addition
at the beginning of 38:29 is similarly motivated by the inclusion of extra material in this verse,
1 IQIO's addition at the same point suggests that P-Job may have added the conjunction in any
case.
40 For the so-called 'alternative' function of the waw, see R. J. Williams, Hebrew Syntax
p. 71.
41 For the former understanding see J. Payne-Smith, A Compendius Syriac Dictionary (1957),
p. 115 (zk')\ for the latter see G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book ofJob, p. 202.
42 See H. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job..., p. 129, for a discussion of this
phenomenon throughout P-Job.
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of explicit marking of the two pairs of rhetorical questions in vv. 3^1, each
chose to mark a different pair.43
C. RtgJob
C1. Minus
We now turn to a consideration of the last remaining Aramaic version—the
Rabbinic Targum of Job—with respect to its particular use and treatment of
the waw in rendering the Hebrew text. It is slightly surprising to note that,
unlike the other two versions which omit the conjunction comparatively of¬
ten, RtgJob presents not a single, unequivocal example of an omission of the
Hebrew waw which is unattested in the other Aramaic versions. The follow¬
ing example drawn from the Rabbinic targum's translation of Job 40:10 is one
of only two possible locations where it might be argued that an omission has
taken place.
:tfa17iv"nrn -nn(i) rnin pkJ to rns? 40:10
unVn -ip1! -nm «i»,it(i) mi an mi rj ns?n iiqio
tirabn x-nmsh ntt(i)/( ) xrmn irirrn )na ppns RtgJob
.rrfilCDO rrfCV. I 01V ^ Air^fn j .r^A\ai-i l\o rA\Q-»rga^ .r-A P-Job
Deck yourself with majesty and dignity; () clothe yourself with glory and splen¬
dour. (RSV, NRSV)
Although most Mss within the RtgJob textual tradition appear to have
omitted the epexegetical Waw which occurs between the two stichs of 40:10,
some text witnesses (X 2 V) do preserve a conjunction at this point. Setting
aside for a moment the fact that such an omission would certainly consti¬
tute an exception to the targumist's usual treatment of the waw, it should
be noted that the similarity of T (first character of NTT) and 1 may well have
led to the omission of the conjunction through haplography at some point in
the history of the targum text. While the evidence of recent English versions
provides some evidence that the translation of this verse from Hebrew into
another language may indeed allow for an omission of the conjunction, the
strong possibility of a textual error here makes any such conclusion rather
tentative.44 Because the only two examples of unique omission provided by
43 The question of why one translator chose one pair and one the other would appear to be
difficult, if not impossible, to answer with any kind of certainty. While the Authorised Version
has rendered the conjunction with a wooden 'and', the more recent English version chooses to
omit the conjunction altogether. Other Syriac substitutions for Hebrew waw occur at 34:12 ('/?)
and 42:11 (-d). P-Job also shows a tendency to replace various Hebrew prepositions and particles
with the simple Syriac waw when either the Hebrew text or its Syriac translation render the waw
more contextually appropriate. See 32:11, 33:13, 36:24, 37:11.
44 The other possible minus occurs at RtgJob 33:27. Although several Mss (Stec D b a 0) have
omitted the waw conjunction before the verb form na"), the majority of witnesses do preserve
the conjunction (with both perfect and imperfect forms represented). While the confusion sur¬
rounding the function of the consecutive imperfect in this and surrounding passages (see 33:24
and 26), when coupled with P-Job's addition of an imperfect verb here, should caution against
dismissing the possibility that the translator has intentionally omitted this conjunction, the pos-
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RtgJob are only partially attested in the textual tradition, it seems safe to
conclude that what little evidence there is of waw omission in RtgJob is of a
dubious nature.
C2. Plus
While the evidence of the omission of waw in RtgJob's translation is question¬
able due to textual variants, there are indisputable additions of the waw in the
Rabbinic targum text which do not appear in the other Aramaic versions. The
number of locations where such additions are present are however relatively
few in comparison with the Qumran and Syriac versions and occur primarily
in passages of a type illustrated by this example from Job 25:2:45
tranaa mVtf new "inpCi) Vwpn 25:2
namaa ...] | [... lap nhVn ay imCi) pV[t2>...] l iqio
rmana ,at2?a aVtf Tas? /rnry/rrnj NmWi) nibViw RtgJob
T1
wi Nin{i} rrVxatra Vx-nmW xuiin Nin{i} rrrzr7a RtgJob
rrn^mOi) rrnutsVitfaO} x^ai xntfK pTis xrwHp arr-m T2
irry-r/Nana/fratP ■'atPa KabtP Tay
..mo^jaT^La r-eyA Y Tzls. .crimes. r*fAAjj.l(ci) rdl^Xcuc P-Job
RtgJob in addition to providing a proximate rendering of 25:2 in Tl, also
provides a divergent interpretation (T2) which results in a radically expanded
version. On closer scrutiny however it appears that the expanded T2 includes
the supplementary material along with a formally literal rendering of the He¬
brew. The translator renders the first MT term Vtpan, 'dominion', with the
expansion Nttfin Xin{l} TV>W p 'Michael on his left and he is of
fire ...', and later in the same verse with a second more literal equivalent,
mDVltPa}')}, 'and with his dominion'. The second term in MT, "inp(l), 'and
fear ...', is understood by the RtgJob translator first as rrViWiPO VfcO-DjCl)
*CDh Nin{1}, 'and Gabriel on his right and he is ofwater ...', and then again
later as rPfl^rnOl), 'and his fearfulness'. It is not the content of the expansions
which interests us at this point. Rather, our concern here is with the transla¬
tor's use of the wawfi All the Aramaic versions, including RtgJob, preserve
sibility of confusion between waw and yodh suggests that this may be an erroneous omission on
the part of one portion of the RtgJob textual tradition. For full list of variants see D. Stec, The
Text of the Targum ofJob.
45 Linlike the cases described below where the addition of the waw appears to be linked to
other 'prior' concerns, RtgJob's addition of the waw at 40:12 appears to be an isolated (i.e. 'gen¬
uine') plus which is also lepiesenled in many English versions (e.g. NIV: 'Look at every proud
man and humble him ...').
46 C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, p. 16 n. iv. has observed that the introduction of references
to angels is not uncommon in RtgJob. In addition to Michael and Gabriel, Sammael is also men¬
tioned by name in RtgJob (28:7). R. Weiss, 3TR "ISO1? DJIDn, p. 253, provides evidence
that the understanding of these two Hebrew terms as angels is well attested in Midrashic sources
and Rabbinic literature in general. See for example Tanhuma 6: Zohar (Leviticus) 12b; for
further citations see Weiss, p. 253 n.l 17. Interestingly the correspondences of'Michael' with 'fire'
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the phrasal waw which links the first two Hebrew terms (enclosed in ( )). In
RtgJob's case both proximate and supplemented translations are linked with
the waw. But while 11Q10 and P-Job represent only the phrasal waw which
appears between the two initial terms in the MT, the translator of RtgJob
provides several additional conjunctions unrelated to the 'translation' of the
Hebrew. The inclusion of interpretative material has led the translator to in¬
troduce these additional conjunctions (enclosed in { }) which facilitate the
integration of this 'supplementary material' with the 'translation' into a sin¬
gle unit.47
C3. Substitution
The translator of RtgJob does not show any otherwise unattested substitu¬
tions of waw.
D. Summary: Modifications unique to the respective Aramaic
Versions
The material presented thus far enables us to at least begin to answer the
first question posed in the introduction, namely, 'How do the translators re¬
sponsible for the Aramaic translations of the Hebrew book of Job treat and
represent the waw conjunction in their respective renderings?'
Although both the Qumran and Syriac translations show otherwise unat¬
tested omissions both at the beginning of verses and medially, the Qumran
translation tends to uniquely omit an initial waw (Al) when it appears at the
beginning of a new section of Hebrew text. The majority of P-Job's unique
omissions (B1) however come where the Hebrew text uses the waw to conjoin
simple verbal clauses. In contrast to these versions, RtgJob provides only two
possible cases where the waw may have been omitted (CI).
With respect to the addition of the conjunction, both 11Q10 and the
Peshitta of Job provide numerous unique examples of the waw being supplied
where it is not present in the MT. Both supply the waw medially (A2, B2) in
order to establish an explicit coordinative link between two or more stichs as
well as adding it verse-initially to facilitate a linkage with a preceding verse
or verses. While 11Q10 and P-Job supply the conjunction in divergent trans¬
lations in order to integrate supplementary material only on rare occasions,
RtgJob's fewer additions of the waw occur almost exclusively in precisely these
situations (C2). Furthermore, on the basis of the material studied, it appears
that the Rabbinic targum (unlike the other two versions) virtually never pro¬
vides the conjunction at the beginning or medially as a result of purely lin¬
guistic/stylistic considerations.
Analysis of the Aramaic versions' unique substitutions with respect to waw
and 'Gabriel' with 'water' attested to by the targum are reversed in much of the Rabbinic mate¬
rial. Again it is difficult to determine whether the targum is the source of the material or whether
the translator has drawn on rabbinic sources or traditions common to both.
47 At 24:24 RtgJob also provides an additional waw where an interpretative rendering is of¬
fered. A waw is also added by this translator in his rendering of 33:29 where the divergence of all
three Aramaic versions is probably due to a shared (i.e. linguistic) inability to provide a proximate
rendering of the Hebrew.
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shows that the Syriac translation (B3) and that ofQumran (A3) occasionally
provide a contextually appropriate substitution for the MT conjunction and
will also replace an element in the Hebrew with the Aramaic waw under the
influence of linguistic and stylistic constraints. The Rabbinic Targum of Job
however shows no evidence of either type of substitution with respect to this
conjunction (C3).
A glance at Figure 1 below shows that 11Q10 and Peshitta Job show far
more unique divergences in each category than does the Rabbinic Targum of
Job.48 While the number of omissions in the Qumran and Peshitta texts is
nearly identical, P-Job provides significantly more instances of addition and
substitution than does 11QtargumJob. It is RtgJob however which seems to
stand apart from the other two in terms of its unique treatment of the waw
conjunction. As is the case in the other Aramaic versions, additions make
up the largest single category, but it is important to note that the nature of
RtgJob's additions differs significantly in that the waw appears to be added
almost exclusively when the targumist is in 'supplementary mode' and not
when he is strictly speaking 'translating' the Hebrew. In fact, when the lack
of even a single substitution and the dubious nature of the Rabbinic targum's
two examples of omission are both taken into account, it may be suggested
that in its treatment of the waw, the Rabbinic targum is scrupulously literal in
comparison with the other Aramaic versions.49











III. Modifications Shared by Two or More Aramaic Versions
Having looked at the way in which the three Aramaic Versions of Job treat the
waw in different textual locations, it now remains to examine the relationships
which obtain between the respective versions in this regard. We turn therefore
48 An asterisked figure has been used for RtgJob's total omissions (2*) to highlight the par¬
tial attestation of the modification in the textual witnesses. The total number of additions (6*)
has also been provided with an asterisk, but in the latter case it is to point up the fundamental
difference between the nature of the additions made by RtgJob (primarily in non-translational
material) and the other two Aramaic versions (a translational response to linguistic/stylistic con¬
straints).
49 The significance of this finding will be examined in part IV below.
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to instances where two or more of the Aramaic versions appear to treat or
represent the waw in the same manner in relation to the Masoretic Text.
a. Modifications common to 11q10, RtgJob and P-Job
In light of RtgJobs demonstrated lack of unique deviations, it is perhaps not
entirely surprising that the number of instances where the treatment of the
waw is similar in all three Aramaic versions is quite low. In fact, the single
shared omission and total lack of common substitutions amongst the three
versions, parallels RtgJob's preference for addition as opposed to omission or
substitution.
A1. Minus common to 11Q10, RtgJob and P-Job
The only omission shared by all three Aramaic versions is found at Job 36:26:
npn-xVC)) net ison yw RVI into bx-fn 36:26
xb-nt) Tinto pm sn[.. ,]ioo frran Kin an rpiVr rh i iqio
:*yio rpb() Tiuto man yra rbt rnbr rh RtgJob
\.\( j ,mn i <r r4* 1 r-e^O C\cn . nA, rCoAre' r^cn P-Job
Behold, God is great, and we know him not; the number of his years (is) un¬
searchable. (RSV)
As is the case at 34:24, where this same Hebrew expression also occurs, all
three Aramaic versions here provide renderings which deviate from their He¬
brew source text. In the final clause of the Hebrew text of Job 36:26, the waw
conjunction appears to introduce the predicate50 (so RSV, NRSV etc.) and
thus understood serves no purpose in the Aramaic/Syriac renderings—all of
which show a negated verbless clause.51 All three Aramaic translators have
therefore omitted this waw in an attempt to come to grips with an unusual
Hebrew text and create an intelligible target text for their readers/hearers.
While both P-Job and the Qumran translation omit the conjunction on nu¬
merous occasions, this sole instance of a common omission amongst the three
Aramaic versions constitutes the only certain example of omission of the con¬
junction in the Rabbinic targum.
A2. Plus common to 11Q10, RtgJob and P-Job
It is interesting and of some significance perhaps, that the three clear examples
of an addition shared by all three versions, occur within the space of three
verses in chapter 32.52 While the fragmentary nature of 1 IQIO's rendering of
50 S. R. Driver and G. B. Gray, The Book ofJob (1921), p. 282.
51 At 5:9 and 9:10. Tpn is negated with the expected particle Hebrew particle (pR) and ren¬
dered accordingly by both RtgJob (rrb"7) and P-Job (dT). At Job 34:24 ("Ipn-xb), however, the
cognate Aramaic verbal negation particle is employed with no variation in the renderings of Rt¬
gJob and P-Job.
52 All three versions do provide a waw between 37:11a and b, but in the case of RtgJob it
is apparent from the Mss (see D. Stec, p. 259) that the addition of the conjunction is directly
linked to a supplementation of the Hebrew text mil, 'and the wind (scatters the cloud of its/his
rain)', by the translator. This further illustrates the tendency outlined above: whereas 11Q10 and
P-Job will provide waw frequently to conjoin independent propositions, RtgJob primarily uses it
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32:15 complicates any comparison with both the MT and the other versions,
the following verse 16 of the same chapter provides ample illustration:
:Tii? uy-N'V () nay "O nar R1?-,a "riVrniT! 32:16
[... i]w p^Va1 rVCi) lap iiqio
:3in istiir xV(i) lap ppnttt pVVa1 nV max rroniNi RtgJob
■ iCDOKllA pA jcijl(a) \n Y**1 rA.l \Y*" P-Job
When 1 had waited, for they spake not. but stood still, ([and]) answered no more;
AV
And am I to wait, because they do not speak, because they stand there, (and)
answer no more? (NRSV)
While the MT merely juxtaposes the positive and succeeding negative
propositions, all three Aramaic versions provide the waw which then serves to
explicitly co-ordinate the phrases in translation ('... they stand there, (and)
answer no more?'). Similarly in 32:13, where a positive verbal clause is fol¬
lowed by a negative clause in the MT UST Vn, 'God will/may
vanquish him, not man'), all three Aramaic versions of Job again provide
the waw conjunction. And, as already mentioned, a similar situation seems
to be behind the shared addition of the conjunction at 32:15.53 Although in
verse 15, 11Q10 does not preserve the actual negative particle in its Aramaic
rendering, the MT behind the translation ("7137 1J57-R7 Wn, 'they are dis¬
comfited; they do not answer') is again a positive verbal clause followed by a
negative one.54 The fact that the usually conservative translator of RtgJob has
joined the other two versions in providing the conjunction here may perhaps
be taken as an indication that the normal constraints of fidelity to the He¬
brew text have for whatever reason been overridden by a desire for idiomatic
Aramaic.55 One caveat must nevertheless be raised with regard to RtgJob's
additions in all three of these verses: the fact that these additions, as was the
case with the targum's unique omissions, are not found uniformly across the
Mss tradition of RtgJob raises questions regarding the originality of the ad¬
ditions. When viewed in the light of the other Aramaic versions however, the
weight of the textual evidence does seem to support RtgJob's divergence from
the MT here in chapter 32.56
in situations where the Hebrew text has been supplemented or altered for other reasons. At 39:1,
where both 11Q10 and P-Job add the waw between the two halves of the verse, RtgJob provides
a different conjunction (73).
53 The odd verse out in this sequence, 32:14, also contains negative propositions, but they are
both introduced by waw in the MT.
54 Although it is by no means certain because the end of the preceding line is not preserved,
most commentators (see for instance Editio princeps, p. 53) have assumed that 11Q10 Vttinm,
'they were silent', corresponds to Heb. TIS7 'they did not answer again'. If so, this is
an example of 11Q10 opting for an interpretative translation much like P-Job utilised in 32:11
(interpreting mbnifl, 'I waited', as meaning stqt, 'I was silent').
55 Also interesting is P-Job's tendency to provide the conjunction in the context outlined
above, while nevertheless omitting the waw between simple verbal clauses (see B1 above).
56 32:13—majority reading=H'aii' plus; exceptions (V 0 V 3 3 R); 32:15—majority reading=waw
plus; exceptions (3 1); 32:16—majority reading=vvaiv plus; exception (S).
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B. Modifications unique to 11Q10 and RtgJob
B1. Plus common to 11Q10 and RtgJob
Again we find that it is only in their addition (rather than substitution or
omission) ofwaw that the Qumran translator and Rabbinic Targum translator
find any common ground which is not also attested in P-Job. In fact, only one
such addition occurs and it does so in the respective translations of 37:13:
tinNsxr npnb-DNf) rmxb-axj) DppV-DN() 37:13
pD1? p xsnx1? p | p l iqio
rrby | xmb am mno p(i) nnon(i)
n-icd fx N^-imDaCi) irzrn xrmsmsi inon px .RtgJob
■'Td(i) "Vpnb x*Tom xm px xna,l7i(i) xmiD n^x1?
impso1
V (TCza ..-mV y-nt re.l. m>A «^e(o) ^re(o) rVl \ r\ P-Job
Whether for correction, or for his land, or for love, he causes it to happen. (RSV)
This verse, coming at the end of a section detailing divine sovereignty
over water in its various states (ice, rain etc.), suggests the various reasons
for God's orchestration of the rain clouds (v. 12). While P-Job provides co¬
ordinating conjunctions before the latter two alternatives (w'n Ihsyd', w'n
Fr") as is the case in English ('or'), both the Qumran translation (2x) and
RtgJob (3x) show their addition of conjunctions not in parallel with the Syr-
iac translation but instead in sections which deviate (in RtgJob's case, sub¬
stantially) from the Hebrew. For instance in RtgJob's expansion of Hebrew
MT linxV-DX, 'for (the good of) the land' (XmiB ^X1? *rn XHTD
Xna,i7n, 'gushing rain for the trees of the mountains and the hills'57) the
targumist supplies a waw to co-ordinate the final two nouns. Similarly in the
translation of MT TOnV-DX with ''TBI ^pnb XTOm Xm pX, 'or
soft [rain] of charity/kindness for the fields and the vineyards andfruit', Rt¬
gJob provides two conjunctions which serve the same purpose. We see that
in RtgJob's rendering of each Hebrew clause, the waw has been provided at
least once. However, the additions have come not between clauses as in P-Job
but between phrases which form part of the targumist's expanded translation.
The Qumran version's double rendering ofMT TpnV-QX, 'or for mercy/love',
with nnom psb p, 'or for a famine and for its want',58 also shows the use
of waw to co-ordinate supplementary material with translation. The follow¬
ing words in 11Q10, 31H 03213 pi, 'and if (i.e. or) a case of law-breaking',59
have no equivalent in the MT and the motivation for their addition is unclear.
57 C. Mangan, The Targum ofJob, p. 81 n. 9.
58 Editio princeps, p. 68. suggests that the translator here has provided a double rendering
based on "10)1, 'lack, want'. It is difficult to determine whether the translator has made an error
here or alternatively has seen the exchange of resh for daleth as a means of making sense of the
verse.
59 Reading herewith F. Martinez et at., Qumran Cave 11, pp. 145, 146. These later editors have
support for this reading from Tg Onk Exod 22:8 (equiv to MT 572*3 151).
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Again, as is the case in RtgJob, the waw is here being used in the Qumran
translation to introduce material with no correspondence in the Hebrew.60
While this example of a modification shared by 11Q10 and RtgJob shows
that the Qumran translator may also use waw to incorporate material and di¬
vergent interpretation into his translation, the fact that this is the sole instance
to be found in the sample confirms that unlike RtgJob, this is not the primary
cause for the Qumran translator's introduction of the conjunction across the
version as a whole.
C. Modifications unique to RtgJob and P-Job
There are no instances of modifications of the waw shared by these two ver¬
sions alone.61
D. Modifications unique to 11Q10 and P-Job
D1. Minus
At three locations within the sample, both the Qumran and Syriac transla¬
tions appear to omit the waw which is present in the MT and also preserved
by the Rabbinic Targum.62 At 21:25 for example both versions fail to repre¬
sent the waw which appears at the beginning of the verse in the MT:
inmba bsx-Rbi m» bsaa rnzr ntbi) 21:25
T - - T : T T V V : TV
bnxt ] | [... b]sn mzr p() hqio
:NrDD3 bDK nVi NT-ID Nttisn m?r p(l) RtgJob
Xrxrxf t<\c\ T_» TT3 -y 1 -« <^\a_Ta_l Kil CD () P-Job
( ) Another dies in bitterness of soul, never having tasted of good. (RSV,
NRSV)63
Verses 23-25 of chapter 21 come at the end of a sustained argument offered
by Job: divine justice which allows the wicked to live long and prosper while
deferring their punishment to their children is no justice at all. Verse 23 and
24 describe the demise of the prosperous evildoer ('One dies in full prosperity,
being wholly at ease and secure ... etc') while verse 25 brings home the full
force of Job's complaint. One commentator has suggested that the transla¬
tor of 11Q10 may have omitted the waw before the demonstrative due to the
Qumran translator's preceding omission of v. 23.64 However, P-Job's similar
60 1 lQlO's final addition does show some similarity to the usage in P-Job, however the waw
introduces a clause rather than a phrase.
61 This conclusion substantiates the suggestion of H. Szpek, 'On the influence of the Targum
on the Peshitta ...', p. 144, that RtgJob tends to follow the MT more closely in its representation
of the waw than does the Peshitta of Job.
62 At 34:29, both 11Q10 and P-Job lack the conjunction where it occurs in MT before an
apodosis (MT: UTTCb ''ffl DTS "IpOD) and also omit a subsequent occurrence of the waw in
this verse. As we have seen above (B2), this treatment of the conjunction before an apodosis has
already been documented in P-Job. English translations such as ASV, NIV, RSV and NRSV also
omit this conjunction in their renderings of the Hebrew text.
63 The conjunction is however preserved by revisions of the KJV up to and including the ASV.
64 B. E. Zuckerman, The Process of Translation ..., p. 197. notes that were verse 23 indeed
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omission of the conjunction here suggests that it is more likely that the waw
has been considered stylistically unnecessary by the Qumran translator irre¬
spective of the presence or absence of verse 23 in the Qumran version.65 Again
at 21:4, neither the Qumran nor Syriac translator includes the waw where it
appears between stichs in the Hebrew verse (snO-DX(l) DTK1?
"IHpri-N1?). Many English versions based on the MT similarly omit this
conjunction in translation (i.e. RSV 'As for me, is my complaint against man?
( ) Why should I not be impatient?') despite its presence in the source text.
D2. Plus
While the Qumran and Syriac translations share only a few common omis¬
sions, such is not the case with additions made by both translators at the
same juncture in their translation of the Hebrew text. As both the Qumran
and Syriac translators show the addition of the waw in verse-initial positions
independently, it is not entirely surprising that both also provide the conjunc¬
tion at identical locations in their respective Aramaic target texts. One exam¬
ple is to be found at 23:5 where Job responds to Eliphaz with a plea that his
case might be heard,
:,l7 nrasi riisT cVa nsns() 23:5
,l? 1QK" m VnnoNii.... ] snjsCii) l IQIO
:,l7 -)»" he fanxi ^mrr irVa snjK() RtgJob
A rCcicn -n yijiuzoa A rCcim rCj-S, ^ .1 P-Job
( ) I would learn what he would answer me, and understand what he would say
to me (RSV)
The motivation for such an addition is to be found in the semantic and
structural links between verse 5 and the preceding verse 4 ('I would lay my
case before him and fill my mouth with arguments'). Clearly both translators
have concluded that the addition of a waw is required to reflect the perceived
relationship between the sets of stichs.66 In three other verses within the sam¬
ple, both the Qumran and Peshitta translators provide the waw at the begin¬
ning of the verse where the MT does not attest it and the Rabbinic targurn
does not supply it.67 Even more common however are the instances where
both translators appear to have felt the need to supply the waw conjunction
medially in verses—primarily between successive stichs in a single verse. This
shared response to a perceived lack ofexplicit conjunction in MT is illustrated
missing from 11Q10, there would be no need for 'a contrasting conjunction at the beginning
of the latter verse [i.e. 25]'. P-Job, however, does not appear to require the conjunction, despite
maintaining vv. 23-25.
65 H. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job .... p. 121, notes: 'often in [P-Job]
where both stichs of a verse begin with the waw conjunctive, the second will almost universally be
preserved—indicating that the translator viewed it as an immediate continuation of the previous
stich—but the first waw will only be preserved if that verse begins a new topical unit or if the
entire verse is a direct continuation of the previous one.'
66 por p_j0b's unique additions of this type, see p. 97 above.
67 See also 33:27, 38:29 and 40:13.
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by Job 33:11:
pnn-iR-Vs -ibtr () "'Vn ioa ofer 33:11
[. . . V]D "DOCl) ,l?n K103 X1tf[ . . .] 1 1Q10
rVatf Vd -ttsr () "Vn sraa btzr RtgJob
t^jfci) ,\\^t rtf.tmn ;cura P-Job
... he puts my feet in the stocks, (and) watches all my paths. (RSV, NRSV)
While many English versions such as the AV, ASV and NIV do not diverge
from the MT in their translations of this verse, the revisers of the RSV and
NRSV illustrate that the Aramaic translators are not alone in providing the
waxv in order to conjoin two functionally synonymous stichs which in the He¬
brew are left merely apposed.68 In fact at more than a dozen other locations
both the Qumran and Syriac translators provide the conjunction at the same
place vis-a-vis the Masoretic Text.69 When combined with the initial plusses
discussed above, these shared medial additions would seem to constitute a
rather substantial agreement of approach between the Qumran and Peshitta
translators.
D3. Substitution
Substitutions shared exclusively by 11Q10 and P-Job also occur but with less
frequency than common additions and their analysis is, in any case, less clear-
cut. At 21:7 both translators provide a waw in place of the Hebrew D5:
:Vn ms-(m) iprw nr trpttn yna 21:7
pDDJ VJOnCl) | [... 11Q10
:pOD2 up (btnV) pn" p na RtgJob
rA. >i iii v. rA s pci) . ii P-Job
Why do the wicked live, reach old age, (and) grow mighty in power? (RSV,
NRSV)
Neither 11Q10 nor P-Job include the Heb. particle DS, 'also', in their trans¬
lations, preferring instead to restructure the second half of verse 7 through
the use of a conjunction (in P-Job before the preceding verbal form m'tqyn,
'grow old') . Although capable of serving in different capacities, this Hebrew
particle here appears to function as little more than a co-ordinator and is in
68 Both 11Q10 and P-Job diverge from the MT in not preserving an imperfect in their Ara-
maic/Syriac translations. The translator of 11Q10 however—in his translation ofMT 'he
kept, guarded, observed, restrained etc.'—provides a more specific rendering, "1301, 'he blocked",
under the influence of the semantic environment (feet witheld in stocks) in order to smooth out a
rare Hebrew construction. For more extensive discussion regarding the renderings in the respec¬
tive versions, see F. Martinez et at, Qumran Cave 11 (DJD 23), p. 130. See H. Szpek, Translation
Technique in the Peshitta to Job ... , pp. 182-83.
69 See 33:9, 25; 36:25, 26, 27; 38:24; 39:7, 21, 25, 26; 40:8, 30; 41:26. At 37:14, both 11Q10
and P-Job show a medial addition which reflects an uncertainty about the precise division of the
verse into stichs.
110 JOURNAL OF JEWISH STUDIES
fact translated as such by some English translators.™ The fact that both trans¬
lators have performed the same substitution here {waw for OS) is evidence that
both Qumran and Peshitta translators have understood the nuance of the He¬
brew and provided the waw conjunction as a means of rendering the source
text into idiomatic Aramaic/Syriac. Other shared substitutions are prompted
by an interest in the idiomatic Aramaic rendering of exclamatory particles71
and indicators of alternation.72
E. Summary: Modifications Shared by Two or More Aramaic
Versions
What light does the preceding analysis shed on the question of how the vari¬
ous Aramaic versions relate to each other in terms of their treatment of this
conjunction? (See Figure 2.) While all three Aramaic versions do, on rare oc¬
casion, modify their source text in the same manner at the same location, the
number of such occurrences is comparatively small. The single shared omis¬
sion (Al) appears to be a common response to a difficult Hebrew text, while
the handful of shared plusses (A2) occur under a specific set of circumstances
(positive clause+negative clause) in the source text. In this case, the priority
of fidelity to the formal features of the MT so readily apparent in RtgJob
has been overridden by the demands of a linguistically intelligible Aramaic
rendering.
The single instance of a plus being shared by the two 'targums' (11Q10 and
RtgJob) indicates that the Qumran translator may also on rare occasion use
waw to incorporate divergent interpretations into his translation. It is signif¬
icant to note that this agreement does not reflect an alteration of RtgJob's
policy towards the addition of the waw, but represents a departure from the
Qumran translator's primary linguistic/stylistic motivation for supplying the
conjunction.
The lack of a single agreement between the Syriac translation of Job and
the Rabbinic targum of Job suggests that except in the extremely isolated cases
discussed above, the two Rabbinic and Syriac translators have little in com¬
mon in their treatment of the waw conjunction in Job.
By contrast however, the Qumran 'targum' and the Peshitta of Job show
a significant number of shared modifications. While the number of common
omissions (3) and substitutions (3) are significant in the light of the other re¬
lationships shown on Figure 2, it is the shared plusses which constitute by far
the single largest category (19). In fact, a comparison of Figures 1 and 2 show
that, of the total number of waw additions made by the Qumran translator,
70 B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, 39.3.4a, Example
no. 12 (Isa. 14:7-8). The other major Hebrew adverbial coordinator, may also function purely
as a coordinator (Isaiah 41:10).
71 36:30.
12 Both translators provide waw for Hebrew DN at 39:10 where it introduces an alternative
following an interrogative. While both translators deviate from MT in marking alternatives at
40:9 and 40:25, the manner in which they do so is not strictly speaking identical and therefore,
although they are obviously responding to the same 'problem' in the Hebrew, they are not in¬
cluded in the total for this category.
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more are shared with the Peshitta of Job than are unique to 11Q10.
Figure 2: Modifications of1-Conjunction shared by
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As with the comparison of the unique treatment of waw (Section II), an
analysis of the Aramaic versions shared treatment of the conjunction strongly
suggests that it is the Qumran and Syriac translators who line up together in
their willingness to omit, substitute and, most frequently, add the conjunction
in order to produce an idiomatic Aramaic rendering of the Hebrew. The Rab¬
binic targum of Job by contrast shows a remarkable fidelity to the Masoretic
text in its representation of the waw. The restriction of RtgJob's addition of
the conjunction to what might be called 'non-translational' passages, when
coupled with the almost complete lack of substitutions and omissions of the
waw leads to the inevitable conclusion that it is by this measure at least, the
most 'literal' of the Aramaic versions of Job.
Before turning to a discussion of the possible implications of the above con¬
clusion, we would do well to first consider a methodological question which
has been postponed until now.73 It may have been noted that the foregoing
discussion has alternated indiscriminately between two sets of terminology
in describing the network of relationships between the respective Aramaic
versions and their putative Hebrew Vorlagen. It is obvious that theoretically
neutral terms such as 'plus' and 'minus' need not necessarily reflect the trans¬
lator's activity suggested by 'addition' and 'omission'. To unpack this state¬
ment and rephrase it in the form of a question: what is the likelihood that
it is the respective Vorlagen which are largely to blame for the Qumran and
Syriac translator's common divergence from the MT?74 Is a recent commen¬
tator correct when he suggests that it is impossible to determine whether the
73 See 'Preliminary Discussions' above.
74 Apart from a single instance (see above, e.g. RtgJob 40:10) in which it is quite possible that
the modification of the waw stems from a copyist's error (i.e. during the history of the Aramaic
text), the present study finds no evidence that the divergent treatment of the waw has resulted
from errors or alterations made during the copying of the present Aramaic texts from previous
Aramaic Vorlagen. Therefore the use of Vorlage is restricted to the putative Hebrew texts which
lay before the respective translators.
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omission of the waw has any text critical significance?75 It is hoped that the
material provided thus far has shown that we have grounds for a slightly more
optimistic view of the situation. It seems evident that the similarities in the
divergence of 11Q10 and P-Job from MT in terms of the minus and plus of
waw stem primarily from translator intervention. For methodological reasons
however, consideration must be given to the question of whether or not the
strong affinity between P-Job and 11Q10 over and against RtgJob with re¬
gard to the waw is the result, not of common linguistic/stylistic constraints
but rather of a largely similar Hebrew Vorlage. While it is beyond the scope
of the present study to present all the relevant evidence, a few considerations
make the similar Vorlage theory unlikely.76 A comparison of linguistic/stylistic
modifications in 11Q10 and P-Job present many other shared phenomena.
Both 11Q10 and P-Job show numerous shared modifications of other minor
functional units77 (apparently required in Aramaic but not in Hebrew), thus
the addition and omission of the waw fits within the general translation pro¬
file of both versions. In addition, in the area of syntax the texts also display
syntactical and word order divergences which may or may not alter the mean¬
ing but often result in considerable textual dislocation.78 It seems to stretch
the limits of credulity to suggest that the common grammatical adjustments,
shared syntactic modifications and similar treatment of the waw could have
already been made in both the Hebrew Vorlagen of these two independent
Aramaic versions. The fact that many of these modifications would not nec¬
essarily be expected in Biblical Hebrew but coincidentally happen to produce
entirely acceptable Aramaic in both versions lends further weight to the ar¬
gument against the positing of a common Vorlage,79 All in all, it seems most
75 B. E. Zuckerman, The Process ofTranslation..., p. 351. 11 should be noted that this conclu¬
sion might well have been altered had Zuckerman's exhaustive treatment of the Qumran targum
been extended beyond the first 15 columns.
76 Notwithstanding scholarly reservations regarding the utility and significance of the variants
preserved in the Kennicott and De Rossi collections (see, for instance, E. Wiirthwein, The Text of
the Old Testament, 2nd edn (1995), pp. 4(M1), the 18th-century collations do apparently provide
ample evidence of the lack of uniformity in the transmission history of the text. Interestingly, it
is the modifications which are shared by all three Aramaic versions (e.g. addition before negative
phrases: 32:13, 15, 16; omission of waw at 36:26) which are also supported by the Hebrew MSS
(Ken. 18, 80, 166 et al. also supply the waw; of these only MS 18 also omits at 36:26). Other
parallels such as P-Job's double omission of the conjunction between simple verbal phrases at
38:3 (MS Ken. 196) do occur, but where the Syriac translator is quite consistent in omitting the
conjunction in similar linguistic contexts (40:7, 11 and 42:4) the Hebrew MSS show no deviation
from the MT. In general then, the sporadic nature of the Hebrew MS modifications provides a
stark contrast to the more extensive, systemic agreements found in 11Q10 and P-Job. Further¬
more, the fact that substitutions of waw (both Aramaic X for Heb. waw and Aramaic waw for
Heb. X) seem to lack parallels in the Hebrew MSS would seem to establish beyond a reasonable
doubt that it is the translators' flexibility with regard to the representation of the conjunction
which is responsible for their deviations from the MT.
77 See for example 37:13 (omission of suffix), 37:17 (modification of relative pronoun), 39:4
(subsitution of gender), 39:6 (modification of number), etc.
78 See for instance 21:6, 27:2, 32:12, 33:12; transpositions e.g. 22:17, 42:1.
79 Even if—against the run of evidence—one maintains that the differences between 11Q10
and P-Job are due to Hebrew source text variation, we are then still faced with the obvious im¬
plication that 11Q10 and P-Job stand apart from the Rabbinic Targum in terms of the type of
Vorlage used. Assuming this unlikely scenario, the Rabbinic targum will have been based on a
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likely that the demonstrated affinity of 11Q10 and P-Job over and against the
Rabbinic Targum stems from a common response to the linguistic/stylistic
demands of the Qumran and Peshitta translators' similar (but not identical)
Aramaic dialects.
IV. Wider Implications: the Aramaic versions ofJob
and the Definition of'Targum'
The remaining portion of this paper will be given over to a consideration
of the final question posed in the introduction, namely: What light, if any,
does the present analysis shed on the wider questions of the definition of 'tar¬
gum' and the classification of the Aramaic versions? The field of targumic
studies has benefited recently from Alexander Samely's attempt to come to
grips with questions of form and genre in the Pentateuchal targumim.80 While
the present study deals with neither translations of the Pentateuch nor targu¬
mim exclusively, the preceding comparison ofAramaic versions may provide
a useful testing ground for some of the conclusions Samely arrives at with
regard to the literary form of 'targum'.81 According to Samely, the priority
of the preservation of the original wording of the Hebrew leads the targumist
to overwhelmingly favour the presentation of exegesis in his translation text
through additions to the text as opposed to omissions.S2 Because 'Targum is
an Aramaic narrative paraphrase of the biblical text in exegetical dependence
on its wording', the targumist is careful to preserve as much of the Hebrew
original as possible, while at the same time presenting the results of his exege¬
sis of the original text largely through expansions in the Aramaic text.83 If we
turn to the conclusions arrived at here with regard to RtgJob, we see that the
basic characteristics of 'targum' arrived at in the Pentateuch by Samely seem
also to hold true for the Rabbinic Targum of Job. As we have seen, RtgJob
deviates from the MT in its representation of the waw almost exclusively in
situations where it is incorporating divergent material into its Aramaic text
rather than, as is primarily the case with the other two versions, in response
MT-text type, while both 11Q10 and P-Job will have made use of Hebrew texts which are: (a) re¬
markably similar in their minuses and plusses of waw vis-a-vis MT. and (b) noticeably divergent
from the MT.
80 A. Samely, The Interpretation ofSpeech in the Pentateuchal Targums (1992).
81 A. Samely, The Interpretation ofSpeech ..., p. 159, in fact suggests as much when he tenta¬
tively notes: 'I deliberately avoid the label "targum" in connexion with the Qumran Job, because
on the basis of the characteristics of targumic form established in this study, it seems to belong
to the group of translations mentioned [LXX, Peshitta, Vulgate] and not to that of the targumic
texts [Ps-J, N, M, O, F and C]\
82 A single example of omission amongst the 100 passages analysed by Samely does not pre¬
vent him from stating this tendency in particularly strong terms: '... the purposeful omission of
parts of the Hebrew ... is practically never employed' (p. 74).
83 A. Samely, The Interpretation of Speech .... pp. 180-81. On the relationship of targumic
'supplements' to a basically literal translation see P. A. Alexander, 'The Targumim and the
Rabbinic rules for the Delivery of the Targum', VTSupps 36 (1985), pp. 14-28; D. Shepherd,
'A(nother) Look at the Targumic Versions of Genesis 4:3-16', Journal of the Aramaic Bible 1
(1999).
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to the stylistic-linguistic demands of translating Hebrew into Aramaic.84 As
well, the omission of the waw—that smallest of lexemes in Hebrew—is virtu¬
ally unattested in the Rabbinic targum of Job. This too seems to corroborate
Samely's conclusions regarding targum's preservation of the formal features
of the Hebrew text in Aramaic translation. On the other hand, Samely's ob¬
servations seem not to apply to either the Qumran or Peshitta translations of
Job. It is readily apparent that although these translators may retain a waw
present in MT on a given occasion, it is often the case that both transla¬
tors feel free to add, omit or substitute the conjunction in order to create an
Aramaic translation which meets the linguistic-stylistic expectations of their
intended audiences.
While Samely's treatment of the issues is limited to questions of literary
form among the targumim—and more specifically the pentateuchal targumim,
the present discussion of both Aramaic and Syriac versions may perhaps be
brought into still greater focus by the late Michael Weitzman's comparison
of the Targum and Peshitta of Chronicles.85 In explaining what he sees as
Peshitta Chronicles 'loose' relationship to the MT he cites factors which may
have been anterior to the translation (such as deficiencies in either the Hebrew
Vorlage or in the translator's own knowledge of Hebrew) as well as subsequent
considerations, such as inner-Syriac corruption. But, according to Weitzman,
the difference between the Peshitta and Targum of Chronicles is, in fact more
fundamental:
In the latter [i.e. the Rabbinic Targum ofChronicles], in principle, every element
of the Hebrew source has a counterpart in the Aramaic rendering. It is true that
the Jewish targums often present additional matter, which may relate in various
ways to the Aramaic elements that have direct counterparts in the Hebrew text.
It remains however, a basic characteristic of the Jewish targums that every ele¬
ment of the original is expounded, normally in the original order. The semantic
link between each element in the original and its Aramaic counterpart in the
targum is almost always clear; exceptions are so few that we should rather at¬
tribute them to our ignorance of the underlying exegetical process than deny
that any semantic link ever existed.86
Although Weitzman's specific treatment of the Aramaic versions of Chroni¬
cles may not be explored here in any detail, his comments regarding the classi¬
fication ofPeshitta Chronicles suggest that the above distinction is fundamen¬
tal to his conclusion that 'one cannot maintain that P[eshitta] is a "pure Jew¬
ish targum" without having to revise drastically the definition of targum'.87
With respect to the Aramaic versions of Job, it seems fair to say that up
84 A. Samely, The Interpretation ofSpeech ..., p. 174: "A number of additions take the form of
additional clauses, usually preceding the original sentence. In these cases, the new text is cohered
with the parts reflecting the original by use of a conjunction like waw, thus imitating the style of
the Hebrew text.'
85 M. R Weitzman, 'Is the Peshitta of Chronicles a Targum?', in P. Flesher (ed.), Targum Stud¬
ies, pp. 159-93.
86 M. P. Weitzman, 'Is the Peshitta of Chronicles a Targum?', p. 160.
87 M. P. Weitzman, 'Is the Peshitta of Chronicles a Targum?', p. 192. Of all the material
presented by Weitzman in favour of maintaining a firm distinction between Targum and non-
Targumic versions of Chronicles, it is this formal distinction which is by far the most compelling.
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until now the Qumran Aramaic translation ofJob has usually been contrasted
with the Rabbinic targum of Job (and the targumic tradition in general) as
representing a more 'literal' rendering of the Hebrew text—more specifically:
llQtgJob lacks the substantial expansions which are found in the latter.88
While the present paper does nothing to contest this distinction, it does offer
a rather different perspective in suggesting that although RtgJob may indeed
be more 'expansive' in the sense just outlined, it is, at the same time, far more
'literal' than either 11Q10 and the Peshitta of Job in terms of its consistent
and scrupulous rendering of the Hebrew source text in 'translation' mode.89
Although it would be incautious to forget that the assessment of translation
approach must be undertaken on the basis of a broad range of indices, it is
hoped that this analysis has provided evidence which strongly suggests that, in
terms of its representation of the Hebrew text, the Aramaic translation from
Qumran shares more with the Peshitta of Job than it does with its nominal
cousin the Rabbinic Targum of Job.90
To conclude then, we would wish to pose here a variant of the question
Michael Weitzman has asked of the Peshitta of Chronicles: 'Is the Qumran
Aramaic translation of Job a "targum"?' The question is of course at base
a definitional one and therefore any answer to this question will be neces¬
sarily dependent on a particular understanding of the term 'targum' itself.
Although this is neither the time nor the place for a thorough-going survey
of the various meanings which have been assigned to the term 'targum', it is
clear that this term may be stretched or contracted depending on who is us¬
ing it.91 Klaus Beyer's introductory comments to his treatment of the Qumran
88 See for instance M. Delcor, 'Le Targum de Job et L'Arameen du Temps de Jesus', RevScRel,
p. 237: 'II ne contient pas encore les paraphrases ou amplifications des targums posterieurs.' And
most recently B. Zuckerman in a brief article for the Anchor Bible Dictionary (p. 868, III): 'By
and large, the Cave 11 Targum seems to adhere to its Heb Vorlage quite closely, certainly far
more closely than targums of the Palestinian tradition preserved by the early rabbis ...'. See also
Editio Princeps, p. 7, and J. Gray, 'The Massoretic Text of the Book of Job, the Targum and the
Septuagint Version in the light of the Qumran Targum', ZAW&6 (1974), pp. 335-39.
89 What would in normal usage constitute something of a paradox is entirely feasible as long as
'literal' and 'expansive' are not taken as polar opposites, but as complementary approaches which
correspond to, in the first case, approach to translation, and in the latter, integration of additional
textual material. This combination was identified as an essential feature of targumic rendering by
at least the end of the nineteenth century (C. 11 Cornill, Das Buch des Propheten Ezechiel (1886),
p. 125: 'Also selbst bei der groessten Freiheit und bei der ungebundensten Wilkuer dem Geiste
gegenueber die sklavischste Treue gegen den Buchstaben—das ist die Signatur des Targum!').
90 It is hoped that a doctoral dissertation, nearing completion under the direction ofDrs Peter
Hayman and Timothy Lim (Edinburgh University), will provide further material to support the
suggestion being advanced in the present paper.
91 P. Alexander, 'Targumim', Anchor Bible Dictionary VI, p. 321, provides a concise but typi¬
cally illuminating summary of issues of terminology. While Alexander seems to favour the limi¬
tation of the term 'Targum' in biblical studies to early Jewish Aramaic translation of the Bible,
the conclusions of A. Salvesen, Symmachus in the Pentateuch (1991), p. 297, regarding the Greek
translator Symmachus' translation approach and use of Rabbinic exegesis lead her to refer to the
version as 'a Greek Targum, or Tannaitic Septuagint'. Raphael Weiss's monograph on RtgJob
(3VN HDOb "'QTRn □linn) may perhaps offer a clue to one source of terminological 'confu¬
sion': while C. Mangan's English translation and annotation of the text is entitled simply The
Targum of Job, the English summary of Weiss's work in Modern Hebrew is more specific. The
Aramaic Targum to Job. Because in modern Hebrew D3"in may denote generic 'translation' (e.g.
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Aramaic translations nicely illustrate this semantic elasticity:
By Targums one means Jewish Aramaic translations of the Old Testament, in
the broader sense also the Christian Aramaic ones. There are Jewish Aramaic
Targums to all the books of the Old Testament with the exceptions of Daniel,
Ezra, and Nehemiah. The Samaritan Targum includes only the Pentateuch, the
Syrian Bible translation, the entire OT.92 [Author's trgm.]
While Beyer is seemingly reluctant in practice to bestow upon the 'Syr¬
ian Bible translation' the title of 'targum' he nevertheless initially appears to
extend the term to include 'Christian Aramaic' translation alongside the Jew¬
ish Aramaic versions. As we have seen however, recent work by Weitzman
and Samely in the Aramaic versions has led them to limit the English term
'targum' to a particular—essentially Rabbinic93—mode of bible translation
which uniquely combines a high degree of 'word for word' translation with
an often radical expansion of the Hebrew text.94 If this latter, more narrowly
conceived definition of'targum' is to be adopted, it is suggested that the Qum-
ran translation of Job might be more appropriately included with the Peshitta
of Job under the rubric of 'Aramaic translation', leaving the title of 'targum'
to its counterpart in the Rabbinic Aramaic translation tradition.95
Septuagint=D"'S73E> □Jim) as well as the traditional Rabbinic Aramaic renderings of the Hebrew
text, Weiss apparently felt the need to provide more specific information in his modern Hebrew
title: avx isob ,mxn onnn.
92 Klaus Beyer, Die Aramiiischen Texte vom Toten Meer (1984), p. 273. One wonders whether
the inclusion of the Qumran translations in the category 'targum' has perhaps prompted Beyer's
wider definition of the term.
93 A. Samely, 'Is Targumic Aramaic Rabbinic Hebrew?', p. 99, further limits his definition of
'targum' as being (among other things)'... based on rabbinic reading assumptions'.
94 Although P. V. M. Flesher, 'The Targumim in the Context of Rabbinic Literature', in J.
Neusner (ed.), An Introduction to Rabbinic Literature (1994), pp. 611-29, is correct both in his
drawing of a distinction between the translation approach of the two targums of Job and in his
characterisation of the 'Rabbinic' targum as somewhat similar to the Palestinian pentateuchal
targums in its mixture of'literal translation' and 'expansive material', his subsequent assessment
of the 'Qumran' targum as 'highly literal with practically no additional material' would appear
to require some revision in light of the present study.
95 An excerpt from Celine Mangan's introduction (1992) to her excellent translation of the
Rabbinic targum of Job (C. Mangan, The Targum of Job) suggests that terminology may not be
irrelevant even in the scholarly reception of a given text. In the introduction to her translation,
she suggests that if LXX Job's mention of a 'Syrian book of Job' refers to an '... aggadic elabo¬
ration rather than to a targum proper ... it shows that such midrashic elaborations were already
connected with the Book of Job, as distinct from the Qumran targum which is surprisingly literal'
(italics mine). While a reference to 11Q10 as 'literal' is not unexpected, the use of 'surprisingly'
is, frankly, surprising. If in this case 'surprise' has involved a frustration of expectations, then we
are entitled to enquire ofMangan as to where these expectations that the Qumran Aramaic text
would contain midrashic or aggadic (i.e. Rabbinic) elaborations have come from? One suspects
that the lack of midrashic and aggadic elaborations in the Qumran text would have been far less
'surprising' to Mangan had 11Q10 been known as simply the 'Qumran Aramaic translation of
Job' rather than 'the Qumran Targum of Job'. While the recently published edition of 11Q10 (F.
Martinez et al., Qumran Cave 11), and F. Martinez, The Dead Sea Scrolls Translated (1994), 2nd
edn, retain the official title T lQtargumJob' assigned by Editio Princeps, G. Vermes, The Com¬
plete Dead Sea Scrolls in English (1998), p. 431, provides a possible alternative when he assigns
to 11Q10 the rubric '1 lQar[amaic]Job' in his English translation of the DSS.
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